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FEDERAL COOPERATION IN NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS 


THURSDAY, JULY 2, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock a. m., Honorable William 
H. Harrison (chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Harrison. The committee will come to order. 

Due to the fact our time is more or less limited this morning, 
we want to use all of it that is possible. 

The bill we will take up first is H. R. 5301. We also have H. R. 
5510, H. R. 4788, and H. R. 4903, more or less covering the same 
subject. We also have before us H. R. 4397 and H. R. 7847. 

We have two witnesses from out of town, and I believe we should 
hear them first. We will start out with Mr. Sturrock of the National 
Reclamation Association of Austin, Tex., after Mr. Miller makes a 
brief statement. Mr. Miller is the author of H. R. 5301. 

(H. R. 5301, H. R. 4397, H. R. 4788, H. R. 4903, H. R. 5510, 
H. R. 7847 read as follows:) 


[H. R. 5301, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


? 


A BILL To amend and supplement the reclamation laws to provide for Federal cooperation in non-Federal 
projects, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in order to encourage local and State de- 
velopment of projects provided for under the reclamation laws, hereafter, when 
national benefits from functions, considered nonreimbursable under reclamation 
law will result therefrom, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to participate 
in the development of such projects in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act— 

(a) The term ‘‘Secretary’”’ shall mean the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) The term ‘project’? shall mean any reclamation or irrigation project, 
including incidental features thereof, whether single or multi-purpose, authorized 
by the Federal reclamation laws, or constructed by the United States pursuant 
to said laws, or in connection with which there is a repayment contract executed 
by the United States pursuant to said laws, or any project constructed or operated 
and maintained by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for the irrigation of arid lands, or for other purposes. 

(c) The term ‘Federal reclamation laws” shall mean the Act of June 17, 1902 
(32 Stat. 388), and all Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto. 

(d) The term “organization” shall mean any conservancy district, irrigation 
district, water users’ association, or any other organization which is organized 
under State law and which has capacity to enter into contracts with the United 
States pursuant to the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized and directed to participate with any con- 
servancy district, irrigation district, water users’ association, or other public body 
organized under State law, in the construction of projects for irrigation, reclama- 
tion, power, domestic, industrial, or commercial water supply, the preservation 
and propagation of fish and wildlife, flood control, navigation, pollution abate- 
ment, or related purposes. 

Sec, 4. Any such organization or non-Federal public body incorporated under 
State law desiring to obtain Federal participation under the provisions of this 
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Act shall submit project proposals therefor to the Secretary in such form and 
manner as he shall prescribe 

Sec. 5. Project proposals shall set forth a plan and estimated costs in detail, 
comparable to those included in preauthorization reports required by the Congress 
or Federal agencies; shall be subject to the provisions of section 1 (c) of the Act 
of March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 11); and shall inelude a proposed allocation of capital 
costs to functions such that costs for facilities or features used only for a single 
purpose shall be allocated to such purpose, and costs for facilities or features 
used jointly for more than one purpose of development, shall be allocated among 
the purposes served in such a way that each purpose will share equitably in the 
costs of such joint facilities or features 

Sec. 6. If the project plans meet engineering standards established by the 
Secretary, and if the project is found by the Secretary and by the Governor of 
the State in which said project is located (or an appropriate State agency desig- 
nated by him), to be financially feasible, the Secretary is authorized and directed, 
subject to the provisions of section 7 of this Act, to make payment from Federal 
funds, amounts equal to the approved allocation to functions considered to be 
nonreimbursable under reclamation law: Provided, That no such payment shall 
be made by him until the requirements of section 7 shall have been met, and 
until the expiration of sixty days while Congress is in session, after he shall have 
notified each member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives of the proposed payment. 

Sec. 7. Responsibility for construction,-operation and maintenance of projects 
of the category set forth in section 6 of this Act shall remain with the ncn-Federal 
agency, its successor or successors, under whose charge they are initiated: Pro- 
vided, That there shall be executed between the United States, acting through the 
Secretary, and the organization, a contract providing, among other things 

(a) the time and method for payment by the Secretary to the organization 
of such sums as are determined to be payable under the terms of section 6 
of this Act 

(b’ that such portions as provide national benefits shall be operated in 
accordance witb regulations prescribed by the head of the Federal department 
or agency responsible for that function in the Federal project; and 

(ec) a proceedure assuring protection of the interest of the United States in 
the event any non-Federal body fails to comply with such regulations as are 
prescribed under subsection (a) of this section; further, in the event of con- 
tinuing noncompliance, procedure for reimbursement to the United States 
for such funds as mav be paid by the United States under authority of the 
provisions of secticn 6 of this Act 

Sec. 8. Upon application therefcr the Secretary is hereby authorized and 
directed to make advances to organizations and to contract for the repayment 
thereof by organizations for accomplishment cf project purposes (including the 
preparation of plans and specifications) for projects autherized by the Congress 
under the provisions cf this Act or otber reclamation law: Provided, That such 
advances shall be made only upon approval by the Secretary of the plans and 
specifications, or any modifications therecf, for such projects as are submitted by 
the organization concerned: Provided fur ther, That the time fcr re payment shail 
not exceed 40 years frcm the initial date of utilization of the project if single 
purpose, or of each separable phase if multi-purpose, plus a development period 
of ten years o1 less, as may be found to be necessary by the Secretary: And pro- 
vided further, That the organization so contracting shall operate and maintain 
such project or projects in conformity with ccntractual requirements determined 
to be appropriate fcr the protecticn cf the United States 

Title to the project cr projects constructed pursuant to this section shall 
all times be in the contracting organization, its successor or successors. 

Sums advenced tereunder shall be repaid in accordance with the general 
repayment provisions of sections 2 (d), 9 (c), and 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project 
Act of August 4, 1939 (ch. 418, 54 Stat. 1187: 43 U.S. C. 485). Nothing in this 
section shall be construed tc repeel or limit the procedural and substantive 
requirements of section 8 of the Act of June 17, 1902. 

Rights to the use of wate: delivered to distribution works constructed pur- 
suant to the provisions of this section shall be appurtenant to the lands irrigated, 
and beneficial use shall be the basis, the measure, and the limit of such rights. 
In the sale of electric power cr lease of power facilities preference sball be given 
to municipalities and other public corporations or agencies; and also to coopera- 
tives and other nonprofit organizations financed in whole or in part by loans 
made pursuant to the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 and any amendments 
thereof 


ee en 
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Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 10. This Act shall be deemed a supplement to the Federal reclamation 
laws 





|H. R. 4397, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


4 BILL To provide for the construction of distribution systems on the Central Valley project, California, 
by irrigation districts and other public agencies 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the entire Central Valley project heretofore 
authcrized under the Acts of August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 844, 850), October 17, 
1940 (54 Stat. 1198), October 14, 1949 (63 Stat. 852), and September 26, 1950 
(64 Stat. 1036), is hereby reauthorized and declared to be for the purposes set 
forth in those Acts and for the purpose of improving navigation, regulating the 
flow of the San Joaquin River and the Sacramento River, controlling floods, for 
the reclamation cf arid and semiarid lands and lands cf Indian reservations, and 
other beneficial uses, and for the generation and sale of electric energy as a means 
of financially aiding and assisting such undertakings, and in order to permit the 
full utilization of the works constructed to accomplish the aforesaid purposes, 
and providing for the storage and the delivery of stored waters of said 1ivers 
through main canals which shalJl be construeted by the Secretary of the Interior 
under the general provisions of the Federal reclamation laws and for construction 
by irrigation districts and other public agencies according to plans and specifi- 
cations approved by the appropriate State water agency of such local irrigation 
distribution systems as the Secretary of the Interior deems necessary in con- 
nection with lands for which said stored waters are to be delivered. 

Sec. 2. To financially assist in the construction of the aforesaid local irrigation 
distribution systems by irrigation districts and other public agencies the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to make funds available on a loan basis from moneys 
appropriated for the Central Valley project to any irrigation district or 
similar public agency in an amount equal to the estimated construction 
charges of the local distribution systems contingent upon a finding by the Secretary 
that such construction charges can probably be returned to the United States in 
accordance with the general repayment provisions of sections 2 (d) and 9 (d) of 
the Reclamation Project Act of August 4, 1939 (ch. 418, 54 Stat. 1187, 43 U.S.C. 
485 

Sec. 3. Except as herein otherwise provided, the provisions of the Acts of 
\ugust 26, 1937 (50 Stats. 844, 850), and Acts amendatory thereto are continued 
in full force and effect. 





H. R. 4903, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


4 BILL To amend and supplement the reclamation laws to provide for Federal cooperation in non-Federal 
irrigation projects, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in order to encourage local and State 
development of water resources for irrigation, reclamation, and related purposes, 
hereafter, when national benefits from functions considered nonreimbursable 
under reclamation law will result therefrom, the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized and directed to participate with water-users’ organizations o1 othes 
public bodies organized under State law, in the construction of water-resource- 
development projects for irrigation, reclamation, domestic, industrial, or com- 
mercial water supply, conservation of fish and wildlife, flood control, navigation, 
pollution abatement, or related purposes 

Sec. 2. Irrigation districts, water-users’ organizations, and other non-Federal 
public bodies created under State law desiring to obtain Federal participation in 
a non-Federal water-resource-cevelopment project shall submit project proposals 
therefor to the Secretary of the Interior in such form and manner as he shall 
prescribe. 

Sec. 3. Project proposals shall set forth a plan and estimated costs in detail 
comparable to those included in preauthorization reports required by Congress 
of Federal agencies; shall be subject to the provisions of section 1 (c) of the Act 
of March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 11); and shall include a proposed allocation of capital 
costs to functions such that costs for facilities or features used only for a single 
purpose of water-resources development shall be allocated to such purpose, and 
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costs for facilities or features used jointly by more than one purpose of water- 
resources development shall be allocated among the purposes served in such a 
way that each purpose will share equitably In the costs of such joint facilities or 
features. 

Sec. 4. If the project plans meet engineering standards established by the 
Secretary of the Interior and if the project is found by the Secretary and by the 
Governor (or an appropriate State agency designated by him) of each State con- 
cerned, to be financially feasible, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and 
directed to contribute funds in amounts equal to the approved allocations to func- 
tions considered to be nonreimbursable under reclamation law: Provided, That 
no such contribution shall be made by him until the expiration of sixty days, 
while Congress is in session, after he shall have notified each of the members of 
the Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate and of the House 
of Representatives of the proposed contribution. 

Sec. 5. Responsibility for operation and maintenance of projects of the cate- 
gory set forth in paragraph 4 of this Act shall remain with the non-Federal agency 
under whose charge they are initiated: Provided, That such portions as provide 
national benefits shall be operated in accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the head of the Federal department or agency responsible for that function in 
Federal projects. 

Sec. 6. In the event any non-Federal body fails to operate a project in compli- 
ance with such Federal regulations as are provided in accordance with section 5 
of this Act, such body may be required by the Secretary of the Interior to re- 
imburse the United States for such funds as may have been contributed by the 
United States under authority of the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 7. Upon application therefor the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized 
and directed to grant loans to, and to contract for the repayment thereof by, 
water-users’ organizations for construction (including the preparation of plans 
and specifications) by them of works for the irrigation of their lands included in 
projects authorized by the Congress under the provisions of this Act or other 
reclamation law: Provided, That such loans shall be made only upon approval by 
the Secretary of the Interior of the plans and specifications for the proposed works 
as submitted by the water-users’ organizations concerned: Provided further, That 
the time for repayment shall not exceed forty years from date of completion of the 
system plus a development period of ten years or less as may be found to be 
necessary by the Secretary of the Interior: Provided further, That water-users’ 
organizations so contracting shall operate and maintain such works in conformity 
with reasonable contractual requirements determined to be appropriate for the 
protection of the United States, and when full repayment has been made to the 
United States, the Secretary of the Interior shall relinquish all claims under said 
contracts. Title to distribution works constructed pursuant to this section shall 
at all times be in the contracting water-users’ organizations. No benefits or priv- 
ileges under reclamation laws including repayment provisions shall be denied be- 
cause such works have been constructed pursuant to this section. The provisions 
of this section shall apply only to irrigation purposes, including domestic and 
stock water, and loans hereunder shall be repaid in accordance with the general 
repayment provisions of sections 2 (d) and 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project Act 


of August 4, 1939 (ch. 418, 54 Stat. 1187; 48 U. S. C. 485). Nothing in this sec- 
tion shall be construed to repeal or limit the procedural and substantive require- 
ments of section 8 of the Act of June 17, 1902. tights to the use of water delivered 


to distribution works constructed pursuant to the provisions of this section shall 
be appurtenant to the lands irrigated and beneficial use shall be the basis, the 
measure, and the limit of such rights. 

Sec. 8. The term ‘“water-users’ organizations’ shall include any conservancy 
district, irrigation district, nonprofit water company or other agency having 
authority under State law to construct and operate works for irrigation or related 
purposes and which has capacity to enter into repayment contracts pursuant to 
Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 10. This Act shall be deemed a supplement to Federal reclamation laws. 
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(H. R. 4788, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To facilitate the development of smal] reclamation projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre sentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of providing a feasible and 
economical plan for the rehabilitation and construction of small reclamation 
projects, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to participate in the develop- 
ment of such projects in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act 

(a) The term ‘‘Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interior. 

(b) The term ‘“‘small reclamation project” shall mean any community-type irri- 
gation or drainage project, or multi-purpose project in which irrigation or drainage 
is a Major purpose, and with respect to which, when applicable, the ratio of benefits 
to costs is greater than one to one. The term ‘‘small reclamation project”’ shall 
not include (1) any project with an estimated construction or rehabilitation cost 
in excess of $1,000,000; (2) any project for the irrigation or drainage of an area of 
reclaimable land in excess of five thousand acres; or (3) any unit, division, or any 
other part of any project on which a report proposing irrigation or drainage im- 
provement has been submitted by a Federal agency to a State for review, and 
which is under active consideration by such Federal agency or State. However, 
in the absence of conclusive action on any such submittal within a reasonable 
period as determined by the responsible State agency and the Secretary, the 
Secretary may proceed in accordance with the other provisions of this Act. 

(c) The term ‘“‘responsible State agency”’ shall mean that department, bureau, 
office, State-owned corporation, or similar agency executing administration of the 
water resources of the State and designated by the Governor thereof to cooperate 
with the Secretary in carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

(d) The term “applicant’”’ shall mean any State, political subdivision thereof, 
conservancy district, drainage district, irrigation district, water users organiza- 
tion, or any other agency having authority under State law to carry out reclama- 
tion by irrigation or drainage and related activities. . 

Sec. 3. (a) There is hereby established a special fund to be known as the Small 
Reclamation Projects Fund, hereinafter called the fund, which shall be used by 
the Secretary for carrying out the provisions of section 7 of this Act. There are 
authorized to be appropriated sufficient moneys to maintain a maximum sum of 
$5,000,000 in that fund. All loans to and repayments, including interest, from 
applicants shall be made from and to this fund and sums in the fund may be 
expended as if such sums had been specifically appropriated. 

(b) There are also authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary such further 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of carrying out the other provisions of 
this Act. 

Src. 4. Upon request by the responsible State agency (a) the head of any 
Federal department or agency may make available, without cost, any existent 
engineering, economic, hydrologic information and printed material that may be 
useful in connection with the planning, design, construction, or operation and 
maintenance of any small reclamation project; and (b) the Secretary may make 
available or arrange for technical services to the responsible State agency, and 
the costs thereof shall be met out of any funds available for such purposes. 

Sec. 5. The responsible State agency shall submit to the Secretary a report and 
findings on the proposed construction together with its certification as to the 
adequacy and competency of said report and findings. The report shall set 
forth— 

(1) the engineering feasibility of the proposed construction; 

(2) the estimated cost, and, except on currently operating projects, the 
ratio of benefits to costs of the proposed construction; 

(3) the ability of the applicant to enter into a contract under section 7 of 
this Act, and the availability of funds to meet the obligations thereunder, 
together with funds otherwise to be provided; 

(4) the ownership and availability of necessary rights-of-way and rights 
to the use of water for the project; and 

(5) such other information on any proposed construction as determined 
by the Secretary to be desirable or necessary for him to comply with section 6 
of this Act. 

Sec. 6. After consideration by the Secretary, and upon his determination that 
the requested project constitutes a reasonable risk under the provisions of this 
Act, the project shall then be eligible to receive the benefits hereinafter provided. 

Sec. 7. (a) After the execution of a contract between the United States, acting 
through the Secretary, and the applicant, for the repayment to the United States 
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within 40 vears of a sum not greater than one-half of the construction costs of a 
project, the Secretary shall furnish to said applicant in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the contract the amount covered by the repayment contract. Interest 
on advances to said agencies shall be payable in the same manner and to the same 
extent as that on the reimbursable costs of projects constructed under the Recla- 
mation Project Act of 1939 All changes, by amendment or other legislation, ir 
the provisions of that Act relating to the payment of interest shall be applicable 
to contracts thereafter entered into under the provisions of this Act. 

b) Every contract entered into under this section shall contain, among other 
things, provisions appropriate to hold and save the United States free from 
damage; to assure adequate operation and maintenance of the project; and to 
assure that in any commercial sale of project power or energy preference will be 
given to the United States and to public bodies and cooperatives 

(c) Every contract entered into under this section shall also contain provision 
for the applicant to assure the Secretary of the development and continuation of 
the principle of the family-size farm. Determination of the acreage of family-size 
farm shall take into consideration the agricultural customs and practices and the 
economic and geographical conditions of the project area, and shall be designed 
to provide a reasonable income for a representative farm family, without other 
source of income, for the operation of which farm the family would normally 
supply a major portion of the labor required in the farming operation and in 
which the farm family would be efficiently and reasonably fully employed. Such 
acreage limitation shall apply only to the reclaimed or reclaimable portion of farm 
units included within the project: Provided, That if the amount of land reclaimed 
or rendered reclaimable by a project, the reclamation benefits from which are 
determined by the Secretary to be incidental, is not sufficient in the judgment of 
the Secretary for subdivision as to any folding, no acreage limitation shall be 
fixed for or applied to such lands. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary may from time to time make such provisions as he may 
deem appropriate authorizing the performance by any other officer, or by any 
agency or employee of the Department of the Interior concerning any function 
necessary in the execution of this Act. 





qt 
[H. R. 5510, 83d Cong., Ist sess] 
A BILL To amend and supplement the reclamation laws to provide for Federal cooperation in non-Feceral 


projects, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in order to encourage local and State 
development of projects provided for under the reclamation laws, hereafter, 
when national benefits from functions considered nonreimbursable under recla- 
mation law will result therefrom, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to 
participate in the development of such projects in accordance with the provisions 
of this Act 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act 

(a) The term ‘“‘Secretary’’ shall mean the Secretary of the Interior 

(b) The term “project”? shall mean any reclamation or irrigation project, 
including incidental features thereof, whether single or multipurpose, authorized 
by the Federal reclamation laws, or constructed by the United States pursuant 
to said laws, or in connection with which there is a repayment contract executed 
by the United States pursuant to said laws, or any project constructed or operated 
and maintained by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for the irrigation of arid lands, or for other purposes. 

c) The term “Federal reclamation laws’’ shall mean the Act of June 17, 1902 
(32 Stat. 388), and all Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto. 

(d) The term “organization’’ shall mean any conservancy district, irrigation 
district, water users’ association, or any other organization which is organized 
under State law and which has capacity to enter into contracts with the United 
States pursuant to the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized and directed to participate with any con- 
servancy district, irrigation district, water users’ association, or other public body 
organized under State law, in the construction of projects for irrigation, reclama- 
tion, power, domestic, industrial, or commercial water supply, the preservation 
and propagation of fish and wildlife, flood control, navigation, pollution abate- 
ment, or related purposes. 
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Sec. 4. Any such organization or non-Federal public body incorporated unde 
State law desiring to obtain Federal participation under the provisions of this 
Act shall submit project proposals therefor to the Secretary in such form and 
manner as he shall prescribe. 

Sec. 5. Project eomiatian shall set forth a plan and estimated costs in detai 
comparable to those included in preauthorization reports required by the Congress 

Federal agencies; shall be subject to the provisions of seetion 1 (¢) of the Act 

March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 11); and shall include a proposed allocation of capita 
costs to functions such that costs for facilities or features used only for a sing 
purpose shall be allocated to such purpose, and costs for facilities or features used 
jointly for more than one purpose of development, shall be allocated among the 
purposes served in such a way that each purpose will share equitably in the costs 
of such joint facilities or features. 

Sec. 6. If the project plans meet engineering standards established by the 
Secretary, and if the project is found by the Secretary and by the Governor of 
the State in which said project is located (or an appropriate State agency desig 
nated by him), to be financially feasible, the Secretary is authorized and directed, 
subject to the provisions of section 7 of this Act, to make payment from Federal 
funds, amounts equal to the approved allocation to functions considered to be 
nonreimbursable under reclamation law: Provided, That no such payment shall be 
made by him until the requirements of section 7 shall have been met, and until 
the expiration of sixty days while Congress is in session, after he shall have notified 
each member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate and 
of the House of Representatives of the proposed payment. 

Sec. 7. Responsibility for construction, operation, and maintenance of projects 
of the category set forth in section 6 of this Act shall remain with the non-Federal 
agency, its successor or successors, under whose charge they are initiated: Pro- 
vided, That there shall be executed between the United States, acting through the 
Secretary, and the organization, a contract providing, among other things 

(a) the time and method for payment by the Secretary to the organization 
of such sums as are determined to be payable under the terms of section 6 of 
this Act; 

(b) that such portions as provide national benefits shall be operated in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the head of the Federal department 
or agency responsible for that function in the Federal project ; and 

(c) a procedure assuring protection of the interest of the United States in 
the event any non-Federal body fails to comply with such regulations as are 
prescribed under subsection (a) of this section; further, in the event of 
continuing noncompliance, procedure for reimbursement to the United States 
for such funds as may be paid by the United States under authority of the 
provisions of section 6 of this Act. 

Sec. 8. Upon application therefor the Secretary 1s hereby authorized and 
directed to make advances to organizations and to contract for the repayment 
thereof by organizations for accomplishment of project purposes (including the 
preparation of plans and specifications) for projects authorized by the Congress 
under the provisions of this Act or other reclamation law: Provided, That such 
advances shall be made only upon approval by the Secretary of the plans and 
specifications, or any modifications thereof, for such projects as are submitted by 
the organization concerned: Provided further, That the time for repayment shall 
not exceed forty years from the initial date of utilization of the project if single 
purpose, or of each separable phase if multipurpose, plus a development period of 
ten years or less, as may be found to be necessary by the Secretary: And provided 


further, That the organization so contracting shall operate and maintain such 


project or projects in conformity with contractual requirements determined to be 
appropriate for the protection of the United States. 

Title to the project or projects constructed pursuant to this section shall at all 
times be in the contracting organization, its successor or successors. 

Sums advanced hereunder shall be repaid in accordance with the general repay- 
ment provisions of sections 2 (d), 9 (c), and 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project Act 
August 4, 1939 (ch. 418, 54 Stat. 1187; 43 U. 8S. C. 485). Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to repeal or limit the procedural and substantive requirements 
of section 8 of the Act of June 17, 1902. 

Rights to the use of water delivered to distribution works constructed pursuant 
to the provisions of this section shall be appurtenant to the lands irrigated, and 
beneficial use shall be the basis, the measure, and the limit of such rights. In 
the sale of electric power or lease of power facilities preference shall be given to 
municipalities and other public corporations or agencies; and also to cooperatives 
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and other nonprofit organizations financed in whole or in part by loans made 
pursuant to the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 and any amendments thereof. 
Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, 
Sec. 10. This Act shall be deemed a supplement to the Federal reclamation 
laws. 





[H. R. 7847, 83d Cong., 2d Sess.] 


A BILL To amend and supplement the reclamation laws to provide for Federal financial assistance in 
non-Federal projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in order to financially assist in the construc- 
tion of irrigation and reclamation projects by States, irrigation districts and 
other public agencies, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make funds 
available on a loan basis from moneys appropriated for that purpose in an amount 
equal to the estimated construction costs of such irrigation projects and/or the 
estimated construction costs of the irrigation features of multiple-purpose irrigation 
and reclamation projects contingent upon a finding by the Secretary that such 
construction costs can be returned to the United States in accordance with the 
general repayment provisions of section 9 (d) of the Reclamation Act of August 4, 
1939 (53 Stat. 1187): Provided, That as to projects not theretofore authorized by 
Congress such loans shall not be made until the expiration of sixty days while 
Congress is in session after the Secretary shall have notified each member of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate and of the House of 
Representatives of the proposed loan, and then only if on the expiration of such 
sixty days neither committee of the House or Senate has by formal action called 
for review of such loan. 

Sec. 2. Irrigation and reclamation projects benefiting from this Act are subject 
to the provisions of Federal reclamation laws and Acts amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto to which this Act shall be deemed a supplement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Miuusmr. I will be very brief, Mr. Harrison. 

H. R. 5301, H. R. 4788, H. R. 4903, and H. R. 5510. are somewhat 
interrelated. Each is to provide more local control for irrigation 
projects. 

H. R. 5301 is a little broader, goes into multipurpose develop- 
ments and permits Federal participation or local participation. The 
other bills are interrelated to the point that they walk down the same 
road with more local participation, in the development of projects. 

I introduced this bill to carry out some of the thoughts of the 
National Reclamation Association. I talked to Secretary Aandahl 
yesterday, and while they are going to have more or less affirmative 
statements on this measure, H. R. 5: 301, they want to work out a few 
amendments and clarify their thinking on more local participation 
financially as well as the carrying on of the project after it is com- 

pleted. 

I should take very little time, Mr. Harrison, because Judge Sturrock 
is here and also Mr. Moran from Cody, Wyo. They can be heard 
first, and then we can get to Mr. Eaton and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion any day. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Now, Mr. Sturrock, will you come forward and identify yourself 
to the re porter for the record? 
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STATEMENT OF J. E. STURROCK, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. Sturrock. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am J. E. Sturrock of Austin, Tex. I am a member of the board of 
directors of the National Reclamation Association and also a member 
of the Legislative Committee of the National Reclamation Association. 

As I read these bills—a bill by Congressman Miller and I believe 
there are 3 other bills—they carry out the purpose of 2 resolutions 
adopted by the National ‘Reclamation Association at its annual 
meeting in Long Beach last November, resolution 14 and resolution 31. 

Resolution 14 calls for joint participation, State-Federal participa- 
tion, in these multipurpose projects. Where you have, say, flood 
control benefits, fish and wildlife benefits, or nonreimbursable benefits 
in a project constructed by a State, the Federal Government would 
participate in those nonreimbursable costs of the project, and the local 
area would retain control of the project. I+ is a matter of State- 
Federal cooperation in the construction of the projects and leaving the 
control in the local districts. 

We have a very fine example of that, I think, down in Texas where 
the Bureau of Reclamation constructed what is called now the Mans- 
field Dam. It is a flood-control structure, a flood-control dam, in a 
series of six dams constructed by the Lower Colorado River Authority, 
a State agency created by special act of the legislature. The Bureau 
of Reclamation constructed this flood-control dam—it is a multi- 
purpose dam—and the Lower Colorado River Authority reimbursed 
the Federal Government for the conservation features of that dam 
and the hydroelectric power generation. The Federal Government 
took care of the nopreimbursable cost. That project is operated 
under contract with the Bureau of Reclamation in the Department of 
the Interior by the State agency. To all intents and purposes, the 
people who know about the contract and how it works would consider 
that dam as a part of the lower Colorado River development or 1 of 
the 6 dams owned by the Lower Colorado River Authority. How- 
ever, it was constructed by the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

I think Congressman Bentsen’s bill goes a little further than Con- 
gressman Miller’s bill. Section 7 of the Bentsen bill carries out the 
recommendations of resolution No. 31 adopted at the Long Beach 
convention with reference to making loans to districts for the con- 
struction of these projects. 

I want to say that our legislative committee of the National Recla- 
mation Association has not as yet endorsed any one of these bills, and 
I am just appearing here in favor of the bills as carrying out in general 
the recommendations contained in Resolutions 14 and 31 adopte 1d by 
the National Association last November. 

Mr. Mixtuer. What would be the feeling of your legislative com- 
mittee and the Reclamation Association relative to these irrigation 
districts participating financially on some formula along with the 
Federal agency? For instance, you might have an irrigation project 
and a conservancy district with the right to levy and raise taxes. 
Would you suggest some formula w hereby they might put in a third 
of the money or 50 percent and the Federal Bureau of Reclamation 
put in the balance? Would that fit into your thinking? 
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Mr. Sturrock. It certainly would, Congressman. We believe an 
arrangement like that would be very, very healthy to the West. 

Mr. Mitier. Would you also feel that the local people should have 
control of the construction and control of the water rights afterward 
and run their own show? 

Mr. Srurrock. That is right 

Mr. Bentsen. I do not quite understand that question, Doctor 
(Mr. Miller You wanted to know how the Judge would feel about 
the local district putting up part of the funds. Which part are you 
referring to? Are you referring to that part which is reimbursable 
only, or are you referring to the overall cost? 

Mr. Mituer. The reimbursable funds. I would feel on the non- 
reimbursable funds, if there were flood-control benefits, that the local 
districts could have the same advantages as though they were being 
built by the Federal Government 

Mr. Bentsen. | certainly agree with vou on that. I just wanted 
to be sure the record was clear that your question was directed toward 
the reimbursable portion 

Mr. Sturrock. I so understood that is what the Congressman was 
referring to 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Is it your idea, Judge Sturrock, that we ought to 
go as far as the proposed language of the Bentsen bill, whereby we 
would make funds available to the State for water-resource-develop- 
ment projects not only for irrigation but for domestic water, industriak 
water, or commercial water supply, conservation of fish and wildlife, 
flood control, navigation, pollution abatement, or related purposes? 
Do you think we ought to make funds available for all of those pur- 
poses to the State agency? That ‘s what the Bentsen bill says. 

Mr. Sturrock. The Bentsen bill, in section 7, I believe, limits the 
loaning of these funds only for irrigation purposes 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I am quoting from section 1, and the bill quite 
clearly is authorizing and directing the Secretary of the Interior 
to participate with water users’ organizations or other public bodies organized 
under State law, in the construction of water-resource-cevelopment projects for 
irrigation, reclamation, domestic, industrial, or commercial water supply, con- 
servation of fish and wildlife, flood control, navigation, pollution abatement, or 
related purposes 

My question is: Do you think we ought to go that far? 

Mr. Sturrock. Yes. As I understand the Bentsen bill, that is a 
multipurpose dam and the Federal Government would contribute to 
the nonreimbursables, would pay the nonreimbursable cost of the 
project, whereas the local area would pay all of the reimbursable cost 
in these multipurpose projects. That is the way we construe the bill. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Is there any demand for us to make funds available 
for fish and wildlife purposes to the States? The States now have 
more money than they really can use under the Pitman-Robinson 
Act and the Duck Stamp Act in connection with wildlife, and so forth. 
Why should we make additional funds available under this bill? 
Those are funds made available to the States for those purposes. 

Mr. Sturrock. As I understand the resolutions adopted by the 
National Reclamation Association, where a project is constructed 
by a local State agency, if there are national benefits like flood control, 
fish and wildlife, and so forth, the Federal Government would pay 
that part of the cost of the project just like they do now on a project 
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that is constructed by the Federal Government. They pay all fish 
and wildlife benefits, nonreimbursable benefits, and this would just 
be on projects constructed by a local State agency, and the Federal 
Government would also participate to the extent of those nonreim- 
bursable features just like they do in a project that is federally con- 
structed. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In a Federal project, though, we are participating 
in a Federal project of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Srurrock. That is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Here we are proposing to participate in a State 
project that already has plenty of funds available, for instance, for 
fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Bentsen. The intention of the measure on that, Mr. D’Ewart, 
was that they would be incidental benefits that were provided, and 
really I think all four of the bills that are being discussed do more of 
what you say in that they go to single-purpose projects in addition to 
multipurpose projects. My intention was that those would be in- 
cidental benefits. Certainly we would not build a project just for 
fish and wildlife purposes 

Mr. D’Ewarr. | think that is vour intention, and I know that is 
what my intention was, but Judge Sturrock is saying it is the intention 
of the National Reclamation Association that we should go away 
bevond that and make it mandatory to make funds available on 
application of the State for this purpose. 

Mr. Srurrock. We do not intend to go that far. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is the way the bill reads. 

Mr. Benrsen. It may be that some clarification should be made in 
the bill, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. Srurrock. Certainly the national association did not intend 
to go that far. 

Mr. Benrsen. It is multipurpose projects, and those were in- 
cidental benefits. 

| have not had an opportunity to examine the subsequent bills, but 
[ was reading the announcement prepared by the staff, and they say 
on H. R. 5301 and H. R. 5510 that they are identical local-control 
bills with the bill I introduced and are broader in their operation, in 
that they are applicable to single or multipurpose projects. Whereas 
mine was intended to apply purely to multipurpose projects where 
these would be incidental benefits, and | merely enumerated some of 
the incidental benefits that accrued from a multipurpose project. 

If the gentleman (Mr. D’Ewart) questions whether that is clearly 
stated and there is room for doubt on it, then I certainly think it 
ought to be clarified. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am in accord with the view that the State agency 
should control the construction of these small reclamation projects, 
and I think we ought to leave the State pretty free in the construction, 
management, and operation of those projects. And I would go along 
with the idea of making them nonretmbursable for reclamation pur- 
poses, but I would hesitate to go much beyond that. 

Mr. Srurrock. I want to read the resolutions into the record 
adopted at Long Beach, if I may: 

Whereas under existing law, in the construction of Federal projects, that part 


of the estimated cost allocated to flood control, navigation, and fish and wild- 
life, is deemed to be nonreimbursable: and 
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Whereas projects initiated under State law, by State bodies, irrigation districts 
or nonprofit water companies, financed wholly by funds other than those appro- 
priated by the Congress, may produce similar national flood control, navigation, 
and fish and wildlife benefits on said projects; but under present law there is no 
contribution from the Federal Government: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association favors congressional au- 
thorization for the contribution by the United States of funds for such nonreim- 
bursable costs on these projects. 

And Resolution No. 31 adopted at Long Beach last November reads 
as follows: 

Whereas the contract costs of local distribution systems, designed by the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation for construction on Federal reclamation projects 
are often excessive and beyond the ability of district and water users’ associations 
to repay; and 

Whereas less costly systems planned and constructed by the districts would 
often serve district requirements, if districts are financially able to construct such 
systems: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the N ational Reclamation Association, That Congress be urged to 
enact legislation authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to grant loans of interest- 
free money to local districts for the construction by such districts of local dis- 
tribution systems. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is all I have to say. 

Mr. Harrison. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Bentsen. I would like to say I am deeply pleased to have 
Judge Sturrock before us. He is a distinguished citizen of our State 
who has interested himself in the de -velopme nt of water problems of 
our State and Nation for many years and is recognized as such through- 
out our State. Iam very pleased to have him before the committee 
this morning. 

Mr. Sturrock. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Judge Sturrock. 

The next witness will be Mr. Breck Moran, of Cody, Wyo. 

I want to say, incidentally, that he is the head of our Board of 
Water Resources in Wyoming, and I am very happy to see him back 
here today. 


STATEMENT OF BRECK MORAN, CHIEF OF RESOURCE DEVELOP- 
MENT, NATURAL RESOURCE BOARD, STATE OF WYOMING 


Mr. Moran. My name is Breck Moran. I live in Cody, Wyo. I 
am the chief of resource development of the Natural Resource Board 
of the State of Wyoming. I am also serving my fourth term as presi- 
dent of the Wyoming Deve lopment Association, formerly known as 
the Wyoming Reclamation Association. 

My purpose in appearing before you today is to describe certain 
conditions which exist in our own State of Wyoming, which is typical 
of the mountain and intermountain West, and to point out how our 
situation could be benefitted by a law embodying the general prin- 
ciples laid down in H. R. 4903, H. R. 5301 and other bills which aim 
at achieving the same ends. 

As many of you who have visited Wyoming know, the people of 
our State are an independent lot, who like to do things for themselves, 
to the very limit of their physical and financial abilities. They chafe 
under direction from afar and interference from without. Their atti- 
tude might be summed up as the belief that it is their God-given 
right to make their own mistakes. 
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RECLAMATION BY PRIVATE ENTERPRISE IN WYOMING 


Along with this general line of reasoning they have done and are 
doing by themselves, without outside help, what they can by way of 
reclaiming their 62% million acres of sagebrush flats, mountains, 
valleys and deserts. So far, they have succeeded in reclaiming about 
1% million acres. I hope it is not news to many members of this 
committee that more than 80 percent of this reclamation of Wyoming’s 
land has been accomplished by the people of Wyoming themselves 
backed by the investment of private capital and performed with 
their own labor without a cent of assistance, and not very much 
encouragement from Washington and the rest of the country. In 
other words, the people themselves, straining their own backs and 
resources, have dug thousands of miles of canals and ditches, tunneled 
through mountains, built dams to create reservoirs, to reclaim nearly 
1% million acres—nearly 2,000 square miles—of what had previously 
been able to support only a few jackrabbits and antelope. 

In so doing, they have established the base of an agricultural 
economy which, by providing winter feed for their stock, has permitted 
the beneficial use of countless millions of acres of unimproved range- 
land, mostly not susceptible to irrigation, which otherwise would be 
practically useless. 

CANALS BEING DUG NOW 


Nor is this activity on the part of the citizens of Wyoming a memory 
of a glorious past, paralyzed by an all-knowing and all-enveloping 
Bureau of Reclamation. Only 2 weeks ago I visited an enterprising 
engineer in our Green River watershed, Mr. C. C. Feltner, of Pinedale, 
who showed me the nearly 20 miles of canal he had dug already this 
spring to irrigate nearly 5,000 acres, or nearly 8 square miles, of rich 
land, now covered with sagebrush. In recent years he constructed a 
neighboring project, reclaiming more than 7,000 acres, or more than 
10 square miles, which is now blooming in prosperous farms. That 
night, before it got too dark to see, he showed me another project of 
more than 5,000 acres which he hopes to find time between the snows 
this summer to reclaim. I mention this enterprising citizen because he 
stands today as a heartening symbol of private enterprise, continuing 
to develop Wyoming’s potential wealth, employing private capital. 

The same is also true of individual and groups of ranchers who see 
in the configuration of their lands the opportunity to build and store 
water here, to conduct it there by ditch, to convert pastures into 
irrigated pastures or rich hay lands, to raise row crops in general to 
improve their positions and wealth through their own effort. Needless 
to say, our Wyoming Natural Resource Board is doing everything it 
can to encourage such enterprise and it is our fervent ambition to see 
such enterprise go forward at a vastly more accelerated pace. 


WYOMING STATE SMALL PROJECTS PROGRAM 


At this time I wish to pay tribute to the work of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and its part in reclaiming something less than one-fifth of 
Wyoming’s irrigated lands, for most of the projects which the Bureau 
has constructed in Wyoming have been of such magnitude that the 
people of Wyoming could never have financed them themselves, at 
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least as long as the Federal Gove tmrent maintains its ownership of 
nearly three-quarters of Wyoming's total mineral resources and milks 
a proportion of the proceeds therefrom into the Federal pail. 


so large 

‘ ] > “ ’ : ~ = 7 
But, to go back to the Bureau’s contribution over 50 years, whole 
prosperous towns have risen from the sagebrush, nurtured almost 


whoily DY these federally financed and federally constructed projects 
There are other large projects which we ourselves cannot hope to build 
and which we hope the Bureau of Reclamation will build. But in 
the meantin e, we are busy de\ Pepe what we can ourselves 
Several vears ago, looking across the border into our neighbor, 
Montana, we were impressed by the amount of acreage which had 
been reclaimed there by the State of Montana itself under its sall- 
projects program which has been eee and developing over the 
past 20 years. Accordingly, 2 years ago, our legislature set up a 
small projects program for Wyoming, whereby we could, with State 
funds assist in the construction of projects too costly for our ranchers 


to bear. In this vear’s legislature, certain difficulties in the law were 
straightened out and we are now receiving and investigating proposed 
small reclamation projects in many parts of the State. (I will not 


take the time to go into the details of the functioning of our small- 
projects program here, but will be glad to answer questions later if 
anvone 1s interested in learning more about it. 

With this background, I now come down to the subject at hand 
how Wyoming and other similarly constituted Western States can 
thenselves benefit, and in so doing benefit the Nation at large, 
through enactment of a law embodying the principles of the bills 
here under study. 


NATIONAL BENEFITS ACCRUE FROM NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS 


As all of you of course know, the principle has been recognized for 
some time that in the case of federally financed reclamation projects 
such benefits accruing to the benefit of the Nation at large, such as 
flood and silt control, pollution abatement, recreation, and wildlife 
are not paid for by the settlers on the project but are assessed against 
the Federal Treasury. Now there are projects, involving storage 
reservoirs, Which we ourselves have built and are contemplating build- 
ing and which will provide sinilar national benefits. For example, 
several reservoirs we are thinking of building are located nearly 2 
miles high in our great mountains. They will doubtless teen with 
fish and, though their individual capacities will be comparatively 
small, their combined capacities will add up to the total capacity 
of many a huge Bureau of Reclamation project. As to their com- 
bined flood-control potential, they will be located at the right places- 
right up where in springtime the many feet of snow melts off like 
thunder and the floods begin. I don’t mind telling you, however, 
that the engineers and | don’t mean to he Ip you much on silt control, 
unless you make it very much worth our while, however, because if 
we construct our reservoirs where they will catch the maximum 
amount of silt we won’t have them very long and will have to seek 
and develop new and probably less favored sites, which we don’t 
want to do. 

Now these reservoirs we are planning to construct, and which 
Montana and other States have constructed, cannot help but con- 
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tribute national benefits by way of flood control and so on. In so 
doing, it seems to me that they are entitled to reimbursement in the 
same degree from the Federal Treasury as the federally financed 
projects are nonreimbursable by the settlers. That seems only fair. 
Furthermore, as you doubtless know, to achieve maximum flood- 
control benefits or compensate for filling by silt, any storage reservoir 
must be increased in size to provide greater storage than would other 
wise be required if irrigation were its only purpose. Our Wyoming 
ranchers, while they are very generous people and while they don’t 
mind contributing accidentally to the happiness and welfare of Sioux 
City, Omaha, New Orleans, and most of the States of the Northwest 
and Southwest, are not going to spend their money to build their 
dams bigger to take advantage of the flood-control potential of a 
site beyond the point of optimum irrigation benefit. As to any fish- 
ing in the lakes they create, if they pay the entire cost of creating 
those lakes, they will probably feel a sort of proprietary interest in 
these fish. 

It seems plain to our national resource board, to each member of 
which I have sent copies of these bills, and to myself that not only 
do our nonfederally built reclamation projects deserve the same finan- 
cial consideration as federally built projects for the national benefits 
accruing therefrom, but also that you are not going to get a maxi- 
mum development of those national benefits unless you pay for them. 

If our people accept such compensation for national benefits, it 
goes without saying that they must operate their storage works accord- 
ing to agreement so that the Federal Government will receive those 
benefits for which it is paying. In so doing our people will be reason- 
able. But I think it only fair to warn you that our board and the 
people of Wyoming generally have not sent me here to speak for 
these principles as a beggar. If these principles are enacted into law 
with such prospects that bureaucratic control will be it nposed oner- 
ously upon the ranchers, | know what their answer will be. They 
will say, “To hell with it. We'll build it ourselves without any 
Federal help or interference.”’ 


FEDERAL COOPERATION IN BUILDING PROJECTS 


Now there is a second proposal embodied in at least some of these 
bills under consideration: In one way or another to permit the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to lend money for the construction of non-Federal 
projects, at low interest rates and over a considerable period of years 
for repayment. While this proposal, as stated in these bills, is doubt- 
less purposely stated in very general terms, embodying no limits in 
size of loans and not saying exactly how the fund is to be created and 
handled, our board is of the opinion that the principle is correct, in 
that it will help the people help themselves, rather than trying to tell 
them what is good for them and planting projects on them like Santa 
Claus filling their stockings with tangerines they don’t want to eat. 

It is our observation that the Bureau of Reclamation is geared to 
construct large projects but has trouble building comparatively small 
ones econorically. Our svall irrigation projects revolving fund for 
lending is limited to projects the total cost of which is less than 
$100,000. It may be possible for the State Land Board to lend up to 
$200,000 for irrigation projects. But between those figures and the 
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size of project which the Bureau can build economically there is a 
wide gap. This is true at least of Wyoming. Up in Montana, where 
they have been carrying out their small projects program so success- 
fully with the experience of 20 years, they are flexing their biceps and 
building million-dollar projects on their own, which we, too, may find 
ourselves doing some day. In the meantime, however, this gap 
exists. We believe, furthermore, that we can build these projects if 
we are assisted in financing them, and build them far more economically 
than can the Bureau. 

As in the case of our non-Federal projects for which we would be 
reimbursed for national benefits, if we were aided by a Federal loan 
in building a project, we would recognize the need to cooperate with 
the lending agency. It would be necessary, for example, that our 
plans and construction meet a standard to insure safety, that our 
operation and maintenance insure reasonable life of the project, and 
that the loan be well secured. But again we hope that Congress, in 
its wisdom, will set up the very minimum of red tape consistent with 
good banking practices. Otherwise, our people, confronted with a 
lumbering, cumbersome machine will sigh and say, “It isn’t worth the 
trouble.” 

Furthermore, it is not likely that any group of ranchers in Wyoming 
will find it advantageous to borrow from the Secretary of the Interior 
to construct a project if the 160-acre land limitation thereby would be 
imposed upon them. It is our hope, as you know, that the acreage 
limitation will be modernized in the Reclamation Act itself, to cover 
all Federal projects. But if there is any danger that the acreage limita- 
tion might be imposed through lending the money for a non-Federal 
project ‘through interpretation, | think it would be well to include in 
the law a provision specifically to the contrary. 

I hope that what I have related will be of some help to this com- 
mittee in deliberating the proposals of these bills and how best to 
work out the details of a law embodying these principles. As I have 
attempted to show, we believe that the principles are good and the 
trend in the right direction. We disdain attempts at charity. What 
we like is any proposal which helps Wyoming help itself. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Moran. 

I regret very much that the quorum-call bell has rung and, under 
the rules of the House, we will not be able to meet any further today, 
but we will continue our meeting at 10:00 o’clock tomorrow morning, 
when we would like to have you return for any questions we might 
like to ask or to have you amplify your statement. 

Mr. Miter. I would like to say I appreciate your very impressive, 
logical, and inteiligent statement. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you. I would be glad to be here tomorrow to 
answer any questions, but I won’t add anything. 

(The subcommittee thereupon adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 3, 1953, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 3, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. William H. Harrison 
(chairman) presiding. 

Mr. Harrison. The committee will come to order. 

On yesterday we began hearings on H. R. 5301 and other allied 
bills, and heard Judge Sturrock, of Austin, Tex., and Mr. Breck Moran, 
of the Natural Resources Board, State of Wyoming. 

Unless there are some questions by members of the committee of 
Mr. Moran—we were just concluding with Mr. Moran, when we were 
called back to the House—we will proceed with the next witness, 
Mr. Eaton, Director of Operation and Maintenance, Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Eaton, the committee will be glad to hear you 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF E. D. EATON, DIRECTOR, OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Eaton. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is E. D. 
Eaton, Director of Operation and Maintenance, Bureau of Reclama. 
tion, with headquarters in Washington. 

Yesterday in his opening remarks, the chairman, Dr. Miller, referred 
to a conversation he had had with Secretary Aandahl, following the 
preceding hearing, at which time the Assistant Secretary briefly 
reviewed the problems of the Department which require attention 
and advice that he has in consultation with Under Secretary Tudor 
instructed some of the staff members to prepare a report with proposed 
amendments, to cover the Department’s problem. 

In view of that fairly recent instruction, I regret we are not in 
position to deliver the report to you, but we will provide any assistance 
we can, and furnish you any factual information. 

I would like to make the general statement that in all my conver- 
sations with Department officials, all of them have taken the view that 
there is considerable merit to the proposed legislation which would 
provide for a greater degree of local participation and local control 
and, we hope, considerable simplification of procedure for planning and 
constructing irrigation projects out West. 

This committee has previously considered that program, and you 
have already accumulated a great deal of testimony regarding the 
need for that. 


17 








18 FEDERAL COOPERATION IN NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS 


Unless you desire to havea fuller statement, I would be glad to 
leave with the committee staff a considerable volume of data on the 
developments that have already taken place under local auspices and 
educational developments of that kind that are desired and needed, 
by the people out West, and the preparatory work that has already 
been done in the 17 Western States in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, looking toward the kind of program that would be 
authorized by the bills now before the committee 

Those statements are in written form, and rather than taking the 
time of the committee now, I will be glad to leave them with the 
committee staff. 

I will just point out in passing that of the 25 million acres now under 
irrigation in the Western States, about 20 million of them are served 
with works that were locally conceived and locally engineered. As 
some demonstration of the local ability to do the job, all of you who 
have been out West know that there have been some pretty unfortu- 
nate experiences in the past, because of inadequate engineering work, 
and because of the insufficient water supply, improper designs, and 
mostly because of the high cost of money to get the work financed. 

That is the kind of trouble that we have had in the past, and have 
had to overcome, based on experience, and in some cases of bringing 
about quite a successful development that we now have on the 
25 million acres out there. 

In general, the bills before you seek to minimize those difficulties 
that have been e xperienced in the past by providing for sound engineer- 
ing, adequate water rights, and Federal cooperation in financing. 

Mr. Miitier. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. I did have a conversation with Mr. Aandahl, and 
while he indicated his interest in the proposed legislation to get local 
participation, there were 1 or 2 amendments that he had in mind to 
clarify certain problems. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. 

Mr. Mitier. With respect to water rights, repayments, and local 
participation with their own funds, things that he wanted to study a 
little more, with the thought that they could bring suggested im- 
provements to the language in the several bills. I suggested that 
the staff work together and work out these amendments. 

Mr. Eaton. Dr. Miller, we will be glad to take advantage of your 
suggestion now to utilize and cooperate with Mr. Abbott in developing 
any amendments that will key in with the bill that is already intro- 
duced with a minimum of rewriting. 

The only other factual comment I would like to call to the attention 
of the committee is that by legislation of the 80th Congress you 
authorized what is known as the rehabilitation betterment program, 
that is limited by legislation to already existing Federal reclamation 
projects. 

Under that authorization we have gone forward on 30 of the older 
projects, modernizing the older irrigation works on them. We have 
spent about $12 million of the special appropriation for that purpose, 
almost exclusively on them; almost all of the money has been spent 
by contract with the water users under which they do all the work. 

We transfer the funds to them; they do the work. We have had a 
very successful program under that bill on the existing Federal 
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reclamation projects. 1 think that is a pretty good endorsement of 
what can be done by that sort of legislation. 

Other than that, Mr. Chairman, I do not need to take further tims 
of the committee. Mr. John W. Dixon, Director of Project Planning, 
Bureau of Reclamation, is also here. He is the man I referred to 
previously as having done a great deal of work with the State engi- 
neers in reviewing the potential projects that might come unde 
legislation of this kind, and if vou would like to have any specific 
factual information on that type of work, | know that he would be 
ready to furnish it to you 

Mr. Harrison. Are there any questions you would like to ask of 
Mr. Eaton, members of the committee? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Eaton, would you be favorable to an amend- 
ment to this bill that would provide that in the event existing Federal] 
power for pumping is furnished, the rate charge should be the same 
as on Federal projects? 

\Ir. Eavon. The Department, as I mentioned before, has not for- 
mally cleared this point, so ] am expressing my own personal opinion 
on it. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. 

Mr. Earon. Our general policy in the Bureau of Reclamation is, 
and for a long time has been to furnish pumping energy to Federal 
projects at the operation and maintenance cost 

Mr. D’Ewarr. On Federal and State-owned projects? 

Mr. Eavon. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I do not think it is fair to charge more to the 
private 

Mr. Earon. May I say, Mr. D’Ewart, that Mr. Harvey McPhail 
is elso in the room, prepared to testifv on another bill, and I am sure 
he would be more competent to discuss that matter with vou. 

Under the terms of this proposed legislation, Mr. D’Ewart, the 
projects that would qualify, as | understand it, would become Federal 
reclamation projects. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Federal or State projects. 

Mr. Earon. They could also be State projects. 

But I understand these would be—and this may be a legal ques- 
tion—on all four. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. My impression was that what we wanted to do is 
to help the States to build projects, not just have the Bureau of 
Reclamation construct the projects, but to help the States and local 
people build the projects. 

Mr. Earon. I think it is apparent that that is the intention. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If that is the intention, why, then, is the project 
not a State or local project, and not a Federal project? 

Mr. Eaton. I do not think I made myself clear in answering the 
question you asked before. 

The project would be one sponsored and developed by local and 
State agencies, and I think we are all interested in keeping it that way. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Will the gentleman fron Montana yield? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the Federal Government furnishes the money, 
unless there is some plan by which the Federal Government is guaran- 
teed the return of that money in accordance with whatever the pro- 
gram may be, then it is a Federal project, is it not? 
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Mr. Earon. I think you have raised a very sharp question, Mr. 
\spinall. Every bill that I have seen provides means by which the 
Federal funds that are provided would be returned in the amount of 
the re eee payments. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I am familiar with that. I am getting back a little 
bit be yond that, to the guaranty of the funds, guaranty of the 
return of the funds. 

Mr. Eaton. The repayment. 

Mr. AspInaLu. Yes. 

Mr. Miuuer. If the gentleman from Montana will yield to me to 
make this statement to Mr. Aspinall: I hope the bill can be amended 
in such a way that we will provide an opportunity for the local people 
to put their own money in, more or less on a matching basis with the 
Federal Government’s funds. I hope we will have legislation that 
will enable us to do very much like it is done with the matching of 
funds in building roads. 

I think you are right, Mr. Aspinall, that we have to have some kind 
of a guaranty, some formula, whereby the Federal Government 
would be protected and gets its money back over a period of years. 

But, instead of the Federal Government doing everything in con- 
nection with the spending of the funds, that the people themselves be 
given the responsibility. It should be on the local people or at the 
local level, to provide the planning, which will meet the approval of 
the Federal Government. 

I said a moment ago, it should be on some kind of a matching 
basis, just as has been done in many areas in the construction of roads, 
airfields, school districts, and so on. 

Mr. Asprnauut. Does that not get into the field of the so-called 
Federal or State and Federal or municipal projects? But in the 
expenditure of Federal funds, certainly there must be more or less 
constant supervision, unless there is an absolute guaranty for the 
return of those funds by somebody who is made responsible. 

Mr. Miuuer. It would be the same kind of an obligation as a bank 
might require where it makes a loan of money to a local community. 
It is a bond or a mortgage or an obligation placed on the local com- 
munity to pay the debt. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If that is the proposal, then there would seem to be 
no question but what it becomes a local project or a State project. 
But I do not quite see how, under the provisions of the bill before us 
at the present time, there is such a guaranty. 

Mr. Miter. I think that could well be written into the bill. 

Mr. AsPpInauu. Yes. 

Mr. Minter. The money that may be obtained, just as a banking 
institution may lend the money, it does not go out in such a way as 
to lose control. That could be handled under a provision in the bill 
in such a way that the people themselves are obligated to pay the 
money back. There are other details that can be worked out, pro- 
viding for local responsibility, with a certain type of provisions as 
to how the funds will be paid back. 

What I am trying to do in this type of legislation certainly is not 
just to furnish funds, but to make it possible ‘for the local community 
to have responsibility for the development and construction of the 
local projects, the thought being that if you make them responsible, 
they will be more interested in the cost, knowing they will have to pay 
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for the project. They will see to it that it is constructed and operated 
as economically as possible. 

But there are several details that will have to be worked out in 
consultation with the staff. When we get through, we want to have 
the local people made responsible; that they must pay for the project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. A simple guaranty of a note. It cannot be done by 
purely local contractual relationship. That is the thing I am sug- 
gesting. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Many of the REA guaranties are by pure contrac- 
tual relationship. 

Mr. AspINnALL. Yes; but they are under REA supervision, from the 
top down to the State and the local board, with e nough to get Federal 
participation 

Mr. D’Ewart. I was thinking of a local organization existing under 
State laws. 

Mr. AsprnaLtL. With a guaranty of repayment. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Under State law. 

Mr. Aspinauu. Under State law. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes; a State organization, not a Federal organiza- 
tion. 

Mr. AspinauLu. That is right. 

Mr. Apporrt. If I may say, Mr. Chairman, the protection of the 
United States Government was rather carefully considered; the bill 
is divided, with the contributing funds by the Federal Government on 
which is provided for a ni ational benetit, to be reimbursed. 

Provision is made in section 7 calling for the execution of a contract, 
which in effect provides for the taking over by the responsible Federal 
agency, for example, if it were Fish and Wildlife, or Flood Control, it 
would be by the Army engineers. That could be clarified in whatever 
amendment may be required to the bill before it is reported out by the 
committee or reported to the House. This would require the execu- 
tion of a contract, and sets out the reimbursable features. 

Then section 8, after setting out the general conditions, provides 
further that the organization so contracting shall operate and main- 
tain such project or projects in conformity “with contractual require 
ments determined to be appropriate for the protection of the United 
States. 

Under present reclamation laws the Secretary of the Interior has 
very broad power as to what security he will have. It provides, first, 
that the project must be feasible, and there is continual protection 
provided in the execution of the contract, and its compliance by the 
district users with local rules and regulations set up under the broad 
legislation. 

I think maybe Mr. Eaton can bear me out and perhaps be even more 
specific with regard to the present regulations. 

Mr. Earon. I think that is correct, Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Abbott 
has stated. The bill to which he is referring would provide more 
strength, particularly in that it requires the execution of a repayment 
contract before the disbursement of any Federal funds can be made. 
It strengthens the provision that is now in the statute pertaining to 
regular reclamation projects. 

I would like to make one further comment, if I may, on Mr. Aspin- 
all’s point. 

Mr. Harrison. Certainly. 
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Mr. Eavon. As Dr. Miller suggested, the effort here is to provide for 
a greater degree of responsibility with the local water users and land- 
owners, and other organizations as to the particular features and 
functions involved. 

Nevertheless, the bill reserves to the Secretary of the Interior the 
right and it would require them to be satisfied as to both the engineer- 
ing and the economic soundness of the proposal before he disburses any 
money 

In that connection, we have more than a half-billion dollars’ worth 
of repayment contracts, between the water users and organizations, 
and the Secretary of the Interior on the regular reclamation projects. 

The principal security that we have, in my judgment, as having 
some responsibility for the repayment contracts, the thing that assures 
us that we will get back the money, bevond the goodwill and good 
faith of the water users, is the regular contract provisions which we 
have in all of them, that the water users organization contracts to use 
its full authority under the State law to levy an assessment, and liens, 
and other authority which they have under State law. 

They pledge the use of the full authority to raise the money re- 
quired to meet the annual payments due the United States. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Yes, I] recognize that in the existing projects, and 
I know that as such the people understand that when the *y come under 
that supervision, and when the supervisory authority, under the terms 
of the law, shall do such things for those projects. 

The only thing that I want to be sure about is this: That it is not 
held out that they are getting help, that is, when they get something 
from Uncle Sam, that they recognize the help is coming from Uncle 
Sam, in spite of the fact that it may be a so-called loan, with certain 
supervisory features in it, and that they recognize that as something 
other than a Federal project. 

Mr. Minter. Will the gentleman from Montana yield to me for 
one further point? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Certainly. 

Mr. Miuuer. | am in general agreement with Mr. Aspinall. 

My thought was, when the bill was finally drawn up we could pro- 
vide for local parcicipation, local responsibility. Then whatever Fed- 
eral funds are made available will be paid back. If there are any 
nonreimbursable benefits, such as occurs in some other projects, 
credit should be given. 

I think this can be spelled out in the legislation with a little more 
degree of certainty than it is in the present reclamation laws. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The point is exceedingly important. We have 
had years of experience in the State water board, which has actually 
irrigated more land in Montana than the Bureau of Reclamation, 
over the years, and we have borrowed money from different Federal 
agencies to finance the project, as well as appropriated money out of 
the State treasury. 

My thought on this bill is that it was to make funds available for 
agencies like the Montana State Water Board to expand the program 
of building reclamation projects 

I want to make the point that the Bureau of Reclamation has been 
jealous of things that the Montana Water Board has done, even to the 
extent of putting things in their way to discourage them, like charging 
them double power rates used for pumping water. It has not always 
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been too helpful in the exchange of information. If there is going to 
be dual responsibility here in the construction and operation of these 
projects, | think the attitude of the Bureau in many instances has got 
to be materially changed. And, we have got to have the same power 
rate on water-board projects, as would be provided across the fence 
to a project constructed with reclamation funds. 

If this is just a plan to extend small projects, the regulation and 
operation of the present Bureau, then I am not too sure it will succeed 
If itis a plan to make funds available to local agencies for the con- 
struction of local projects, with a guaranty as to any local projects, 
when a loan is made, then I believe we can make a successful enterprise 
out of it. 

Mr. Miniter. I hope we will have statements that will continue 
to state the objectives of this legislation. I certainly do not want to 
propose any legislation that would make the Federal Government 
develop more small projects races tely under Federal control. | 
am hoping that we can make it possible to use funds on a loan basis, 
provide for local control and local development of the small irrigation 
projects with a minimum of Government interference. 

In other words, let the people themselves do the work, and under 
contract providing for repayment. 

I think all of us are seeking to carry out the same objectives in 
these bills. 

Mr. Earon. May 1 comment on that? 

Mr. Aspinatut. May I just add one thing with reference to the 
statement made by the gentleman from Montana. When the gentle- 
man from Montana refers to what Montana has done, with the other 
program, I simply wish to remind the gentleman that many of the 
funds used on the projects came from the WPA days, so that Montana 
itself has not done all of the work; it has not put all of the value in 
this program. 

I had the pleasure of serving with two senators from Montana on a 
commission this last year, looking over what the State of Montana 
has done, which is all very fine, but I must remind the gentleman that 
it was not all done by local funds; the Federal Government con- 
tributed a great deal, and those were not reimbursable funds. 

As I say, I think it was wonderful, and I wish other States in the 
West had had enough inspiration to follow through, so far as that is 
concerned, but let us not get away from the fact that Uncle Sam has 
made a contribution, and what I want to say is that Uncle Sam, or the 
taxpayers should be protected, in all these programs. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I do not believe that 

Mr. Aspinauu. | have not found that it was necessarily limited to 
State lines 

Mr. Earon. May I comment on what has just been said, Mr 
Chairman? 

Mr. Harrison. Certainly. 

Mr. Earon. Particularly with reference to Mr. D’Ewart’s point, 
two points, really: One, regarding the attitude of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. I feel confident, Mr. D’Ewart, that I can assure vou, 
on the basis of the Department officials’ statements, that if legislation 
of this character is enacted, the Bureau of Reclamation and _ the 
Department official will be thoroughly cooperative with the local 
organizations, and with the State boards, and other interests, and 
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that there will be very full and free exchange of technical information, 
work and other cooperation. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You do recognize, however, that they are denied 
the same power rates that are granted to Bureau of Reclamation 
projects. 

Mr. Eaton. On that point, which I recognize is an extremely 
important point, and on many projects it means the difference between 
the feasibility, the economic feasibility and the economic unfeasibility 
of the project, and I am not fully prepared to answer your point on 
that, for the reason, for example, that in other States and in other 
areas a very large portion of the surplus power, market of surplus 
power on Federal installations, is for the irrigation pumping load, 
so that a very large part of whatever revenue comes into the project 
for the retirement of capital investment comes to it from the sale to 
irrigation pumping. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I have heard all of that argument before, but it 
does not make any difference whether it is surplus power, whether 
the surplus power was sold to a Federal irrigation project, or to a 
State irrigation project, the thing is that they should have had the 
same rates. 

Mr. Earow. I would like to have—as another important question, 
this has not had the full consideration in connection with this bill 
but I would like to have some further consultation with department 
officials on that point, in order to provide a full answer, which I am 
not able to do now. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I have had that answered before. and I know what 
it is; arbitrarily it is that if the Bureau of Reclamation charged that 
rate to all, it would not provide enough income to meet their capital 
investment requirements. 

The argument they make does not convince me. 

Mr. Eaton. To the best of my knowledge, Mr. D’Ewart, the ques- 
tion has not come before the present departmental officials in connec- 
tion with this pending bill, and if it is agreeable to you, I would like 
to have a little further time to secure their reviews before replying 
fully. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Berry, any questions? 

Mr. Berry. No. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Rhodes? 

Mr. Ruopgs. Mr. Eaton, so far as I have read the bill, I cannot 
see any provision limiting the size of the project that may be assisted. 

Mr. Earon. You are referring to H. R. 5301? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. Eaton. That does not limit the project to any size. 

Mr. Ruopegs. According to the bill, there is nothing to prevent me 
from building the Central Arizona project. 

Mr. Eaton. You can try. 

Mr. Ruopes. Or any big project. 

Mr. Eaton. I would like to point out that in H. R. 5301 there is a 
limitation as to the pay-out period. 

Mr. Ruopes. 40 years. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. If you get the Central project to end in 40 years, 
why, that would answer the question—— 
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Mr. Ruopes. This provides how participation shall be had, reim- 
bursement of the organization to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, an organization can furnish a certain 
amount of money, and the Federal Government is going to save on 
what it will do, provided the project is feasible. 

Mr. Eaton. The bill, as drafted, as I understand it, is not explicit, 
regarding the amount of local money that would have to be used in the 
construction of the project. That is another point that has been 
raised by the Department. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is with respect to local contribution. 

Mr. Eaton. That is correct. And my instruction from Mr. 
Aandahl with reference to the bill is that it should be more explicit 
on that point, that there should be clearer guidance in the legislation. 

Mr. Ruopes. I see that the bill only makes 2, or possibly 3 differ- 
ences between it and the law as it now stands. One of them, of course, 
is the provision for local participation, and I can see that that would 
be perfectly all right. 

Another matter that I would like to ask you about is the language 
on page 6. 

Does this bill represent any change from existing law concerning the 
distribution of electric power? 

Mr. Eaton. So far as I understand the bill, Mr. Rhodes, I do not 
think it is sufficiently clear on the power preference provision. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is my understanding of the bill; I do not think 
it is so clear on that point. 

Now, assuming that there was necessity for building a transmission 
line to provide power to preferential agencies, do you consider this 
bill gives to the Bureau of Reclamation the authority to build such 
transmission facilities? 

Mr. Eaton. So far as I understand the bill, Mr. Rhodes, it does not 
provide authority to the Secretary of the Interior other than what he 
has in other legislation, by virtue of other legislation. It does not 
provide authority to him to construct the facilities of any sort. 

Mr. Ruopes. In other words, this puts the responsibility of what 
is to be constructed and how it is to be constructed on the organization 
rather than the Bureau? 

Mr. Eaton. I might restate that in this way: It puts on the 
organization the responsibility for determining what they desire to 
construct and to secure Federal assistance in constructing; it leaves 
with the Secretary of the Interior the right and the duty to determine 
whether that is a proper thing for him to lend money on. 

He has to be assured of the economic and engineering feasibility. 
There is, I might mention in that connection—and I am not a lawyer 
there is uncertainty about what would be the legal effect of the 
language in the bill, which not only authorizes, but also directs the 
Secretary of the Interior to do certain things. That might be a 
limitation in his opportunity for review. 

The other thing I might mention is that in H. R. 5301 that is 
somewhat different from the general reclamation law with respect to 
other projects, and that would be this: There is a provision found at 
the bottom of page 5, beginning in line 21, which provides that the 
time for repayment shall not exceed 40 years; it explicitly states a 
40-year limit on the pay-out, and if that is a separable feature, it is 
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different from the general reclamation law with-respect to the power 
facilities. 

Mr. Ruopes. What is the policy of the Bureau now as to wheeling 
arrangements with power companies, for power? In other words, 
where there is a private line close by which is available for wheeling, 
what is the policy of the Bureau to concluding such an agreement? 
Is it the policy to go ahead and build your own lines over which the 
power will be trans nitted? 

Mr. Eaton. Mr. Rhodes, as you know, the Secretary of Interior 
is going into that question rather fully, and I would suggest that you 
might wish to call on Mr. McPhail, who is present, and who is our 
expert on power matters, and can answer your question more fully. 
In general I might say that the Bureau’s policy is to work out an 
agreement for the use of existing facilities, where they will provide 
adequate services with the financial advantages. 

Mr. Ruopses. Of course, there is Federal money going into this. 
This, in effect, restores the power which the Secretary has now and 
which the bill, if passed, would take away. The authority of the com- 
mittee to authorize projects. In effect, although we are providing for 
putting our money out on loan, it would seen to me that this bill 
would make it possible to contravene in effect what this committee 
has adopted this vear. 

Mr. Earon. There again, Mr. Rhodes, speaking as a layman, | 
feel that the bill is not too clear on that point. In other words, one 
section of the bill provides for congressional arproval, but another 
section of the bill contains authority to the Secretary to make the 
loans with new language indicating congressional review. So, on that 
point 

Mr. Ruopes. It provides more of a congressional veto, in that it 
provides that no payment shall be made until the expiration of 60 
days while Congress is im session 
after he shall have notified each member of the committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the Senate and of the House of Representatives of the proposed 
payment 

It looks like we could veto a proposal, but I would like to hear a 
comment from the chairman, if he cares to comment on this bill, 
concerning reinstituting the practice of authorizing projects by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Harrison. I have not checked on that proposition, but I do 
not know that it would. It seems to me that there would be a little 
different situation than where the committee is against a project which 
the Secretary of the Interior or the Bureau of Reclamation wants to 
lay out. The State board, I think, would be more like this— 

Mr. Eaton. On that point, Mr. Rhodes, getting away a little bit 
from your question: It is one of the matters on which the Department 
officials ask that we do some further work in order to clarify what 
would be the relationship of any of these proposed projects to 
congressional supervision. 

One of the things that we are looking into is the provision that has 
already been enacted in the rehabilitation betterment bill, which 
requires that before we make any expenditures under that authority, 
on any project, the proposal must be fully set forth in a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Interior to the legislative committees 
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of both Houses, this committee and the companion committee in the 
Senate. 

Later on the committee’s approval of the proposal, upon the 
passage of 60 days, without action by either one of the committees, 
and our experience with that in other programs is that the committees 
have felt that if a delay is likely to occur to a proposal, and they will 
set a time to inquire into it, that they require that it be set up as a 
formal hearing, and the authorized hearings on the smaller jobs are 
greatly cut down; it cuts down the amount of time, and the very 
expensive preparation, preparatory work, which is expensive not only 
to the Government, but also expensive to the project sponsors, who 
have to come to Washington, to prepare a lot of material for the 
hearing. It cuts that down on the smaller projects, and yet affords 
these committees the chance to look into them. It simply provides 
a little time in which the committees might wish to inquire more 
fully into it. 

That might be one of the things that you would like to consider, in 
connection with this program. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Will the gentleman vield? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. While the bill, H. R. 5301, does provide for a delay 
of 60 days before they can go ahead, it does not provide any way 
whereby Congress can veto it. 

Mr. EATON. As I said, I think there are some areas, some wording 
in the bill that might be worked out in order to avoid any confusion 
or misunderstanding, and that is one of the things we are working on 
in an endeavor to clarify that point. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes, I believe we should have suggestions as to 
provisions in connection with what the Congress might do during the 
60 days. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. That is the point I was trying to develop, in 
connection with clearing up the wording. 

Mr. Ruopes. I certainly agree with the gentleman from Montana 
as to the cost of supervision, because undoubtedly there is going to 
have to be some supervision work on the project. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopgs. And the cost of that supervision would be chargeable 
to the project. 

Mr. Eaton. The Bureau of Reclamation does not have in its present 
financial structure, does not have money for taking care of a project 
on a nonreimbursable basis. When we spend any kind of money we 
have to charge it to somebody. I think that might be another point 
that could be clarified, as to the propriety of charging that to the 
project sponsors, at least, within certain limits. 

Mr. Ruopes. I understand you have run into trouble on a few 
projects in that connection, have you not? 

Mr. Eaton. Your are referring to projects in your own State? 

Mr. Ruopes. No. 

Mr. Eaton. We do have some difficulty on some projects, yes. 

Mr. D’Ewart. There is one comment I would like to make in con- 
nection with the language appearing on page 2, lines 16 to 20: The 
term “organization” shall mean any conservancy district, irrigation 
district, water users’ association, or any other organization which is 
organized under State law and which has capacity to enter into con- 
tracts with the United States pursuant to the Federal reclamation law. 
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There are several States which have a constitutional prohibition 
against guaranteeing a debt to the Federal Government. We have 
run into that in some other bills, and if it goes to that point we should 
have further study in connection with that language. 

Mr. Eaton. That needs a considerable amount of looking into, Mr. 
D’Ewart. The reply I made to Mr. Aspinall’s question on that point 
was along the line of both the half million dollars of outstanding indebt- 
edness; the minimum guaranty we have there is the contract provision 
that they will use to the full the taxing power of levying assessments, 
and making liens. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. But in may States they have a constitutional 
provision against guaranteeing a debt to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Therefore, on those contracts that happen to fall 
down, they would have to go, not against the State itself, in those 
States where they have such a constitutional prohibition, but against 
the independent agency. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In the case of the water board in Montana, it is 
that agency, and not the State of Montana. 

Mr. Eaton. Yes. And the point on the assurance of repayment 
is one that needs to be carefully studied. Mr Aandahl wants to 
make sure that if we have a program of this kind, that it will be on 
a sound repayment basis, and also that it be one that can be done 
within the establishment of the State limits, and we are working from 
that point of view. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Eaton. We do appreciate your 
leaving the material which you have mentioned here for the use of 
the staff; and we also appreciate our consulting with the staff and 
with the committee on proposed amendments that the Department 
may have to the bill, so that at the earliest possible date the com- 
mittee can meet again, in view of the proposed amendments, and see 
if we can overcome the objections and have a completely satisfactory 
bill. 

I also understand that you have some other witnesses here who 
would like to be heard, and it will be agreeable, I believe, for you to 
leave, if you hs ave someone else he Te. 

Mr. Earon. Thank you very much, Mr. Harrison. 

Assistant Commissioner Harvey McPhail and others will be here 
to testify on H. R. 5301, 4903, 4788, and 5510. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Eaton. 

The next witness is Mr. William E. Welsh, representing the 
National Reclamation Association. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER OF 
THE NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wextsn. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National 
Reclamation Association, a position which I have held for the past 
4 years. 

The National Reclamation Association is an organization that was 
formed about 21 years ago in Salt Lake City at a time when it 
appeared that we might lose the entire reclamation program for the 
West. 
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It was formed upon the call of former Governor Dern of Utah and 
a number of other Governors participating, as well as leading citizens 
from every State in the West, the purpose being to save reclamation 
for the West. 

The National Reclamation Association has been active ever since 
that time. It has a strong membership in each of the 17 Western 
States which comprise approximately 60 percent of the area of the 
United States. 

Since the organization of the association the objectives fundamen- 
tally have remained practically the same 

However, since that time we have taken on a very large member- 
ship from among the water users on reclamation projects and irriga- 
tion districts throughout the West, and today by far the largest 
single segment of membership comes from officers and directors and 
representatives of various types of water users’ organizations. 

Now, there are three resolutions which have been adopted by the 
association which have a bearing upon the bills which are under 
consideration by your committee today. Resolution No. 14 and 
No. 31, I believe were each placed in the record by Judge Sturrock, 
our director from Texas, when he appeared before you vesterday. 

In addition we have Resolution 17 pertaining to small projects. 

Now, resolution No. 14, which calls for nonreimbursables for 
non-Federal projects was first presented to our association in 1949 
when we met in Salt Lake City, by a reclamation district from the 
State of Nebraska—from your Congressional District, I believe, 
Congressman Miller—the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 

[t has been before our association each vear and approved unani 
mously since that time. 

It was difficult for us to just determine how we might proceed to 
carry out the intent of that resolution, and it really was not until 
our legislative committee met here in Washington the 4th of April 
that we decided upon a procedure which we t hought micht bring 
that about. 

There is only one instance, to my knowledge, where the Federal 
Government has advanced funds in recognition of a Federal benefit 
to projects which were built by local organizations, and that was the 
Cherry Valley project in C alifornia. 

The Corps of Engineers originally had in mind another dam, and 
the local people had in mind the Cherry Valley Dam. 

The Engineers came to the conclusion after investigating and 
studying that proposition that the Cherry Valley Dam would accom- 
plish the same objectives which they had in mind, and at the same 
time would pa cooperation with the local people in the building 
of the Cherry Valley Dam, and the 1944 Flood Control Act author- 
ized an appropriation of $8 million whereby the Federal Government 
could participate in the construction of the Cherry Valley Dam. 

There is a bill before the Congress today, or two bills before Con- 
gress, H. R. 1086, and S. 119, which would authorize eevee 
as a contribution toward the cost of the construction of a project to 
be built by the Grand River Dam Authority, an agency of the State 
of Oklahoma. Those are before the Public Works committees. I do 
not believe that action has been taken by those committees as yet, 
but we do not know of any other instance where that had been done. 
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We conceived the idea, and it is well presented in both of the bills 
which are before us today, whereby those contributions might be 
authorized for irrigation and reclamation projects through the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. 

Now Resolution No. 31 was sponsored by the California representa- 
tives or members on our resolutions committee and members of our 
association. 

They had in mind primarily the problems involved in the Central 
Valley project which were presented to this committee a few days 
ago when you were hearing testimony on Congressman Engle’s bill 
with respect to that project. 

The resolution specifically calls for loans to local districts for 
construction by them of the distribution svstems 

Now, Resolution No. 17 reaffirms the position which the association 
has taken over a number of years urging a small-projects program. 

Our first resolution calling for recognition and consideration of the 
small-projects program was presented at our Omaha meeting in 1946. 

At that time the resolution called for setting up a separate division 
within the Bureau of Reclamation to build these small-reclamation 
projects. 

I happened to be secretary-manager of the Idaho State Reclamation 
Association at that time, and that resolution came from our State of 
Idaho. 

We had the feeling that the Bureau of Reclamation was taking care 
of the larger projects, and that away down there the small so-called 
stock water ponds, the Department of Agriculture was providing for 
those through the water facilities program, but in between there was 
what has often been referred to as the area of “no man’s land’’ that 
was not being reached. 

We had in the State of Idaho, and I found later that the same con- 
dition prevailed in a number of other States, a condition where there 
were small projects, particularly those back in the foothill country, 
back away from the main avenues and thoroughfares, small projects 
which were in need of supplemental water, enlargement of reservoir 
and rehabilitation of their irrigation systems and one thing or another, 
and yet because they were small they were not able to present their 
problems to the Bureau and to the committees of Congress, they were 
not receiving the attention which we thought they should have 
received. 

It has been the objective of our association, working through a 
committee over a period of years, to try to work out a program which 
would meet the needs of those particular projects. 

So, those are the three propositions which we believe are involved 
in the bills which are before you for consideration today. 

One of the primary objectives in these bills is to encourage develop- 
ment by local organizations and to retain control over these projects 
by the local organizations and to perhaps have a greater local partici- 
pation. 

We believe that the major consideration in these projects should be 
irrigation and reclamation. Perhaps they should include drainage, 
but that and any other purposes should remain incidental. The 
primary consideration should be irrigation and reclamation and 
perhaps drainage. 

Mr. Miiuer. Will you yield at that point, Mr. Welsh? 
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Mr. Wetsu. Yes, sit 

Mr. Mitier. Do you mean by that that your nonreimbursables 
could not enter the picture? 

Mr. Wetsu. No. sir: but we do believe under this arrangement 
that the primary purpose should be irrigation and reclamation 
This should be a reclamation program, in other words, and other 
purposes might be aes such as furnishing water for domestic, 
commercial, industrial, or municipal uses, or the conservation of fish 
and wildlife, pollution auete ment and various other purposes, but the 
primary purpose, and the major consideration should be irrigation and, 
perhaps, drainage. We are not so much concerned with the drainage 
as we are with the irrigation and reclamation 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Did you participate in the drafting of H. R. 5301 

Welsh? 

Mr. Weusn. In a very, very limited way with a few telephone 
CORVORERIIEN. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Do you think that paragraph (b) on page 2, the 
definition of ‘‘project’? which you are presently addressing yourself 
to makes it clear that in all instances, in the case of all projects con- 
structed under this bill, the principal purpose shall be irrigation, and 
that all others shall be incidental thereto? This section reads: 

The term “project” shall mean any reclamation or irrigation project, includir 
incidental features thereof, whether single or multipurpose, authori 1 by 
Kederal reclamation laws, or constructed by the United States pursuant to said 
laws, or in connection with which there is a repayment contract executed b 


United States pursuant to said laws, or any project constructed or operated and 
maintained by the Secretary of the Interior thro gh the Bureau of Reclamatio 
for the irrigation of arid lands, or for other purposes 


c 


Now, is “‘incidental”’ a limiting factor after each comma there, or | 
it only incidental and a limiting factor applying to reclamation and 
irrigation projects? 

Mr. Weusa. I am not sure. 
Mr. D’Ewarr. I do not think that it refers to all of those commas 
by any means. 

Mr. Weusu. I am not sure that it does. 

Now, on the question as to the area which should be covered, pat 
ticularly with respect to the small projects program, we started out 
with the thought that it should be restricted to the 17 Western States 
primarily, I presume, because our membership is limited to that area 
and reclamation by law is confined to that area. 

We would not particularly oppose, and we would have no reason to 
oppose having the program extended beyond that area, but we would 
not be urging it. It would be our thought that it should be limited to 
the same area in which the Bureau of Reclamation is authorized to 
operate by law. 

The project reports, we believe, should bs approved by the Stat 
agency and the applic ation for the benefits that should be mad 
available under the law submitted to the Secretary of the Interior. 

We believe that the Secretary of the Interior should then preparé 
his report and submit it to committees of the Congress and, without 
having discussed this particular point with the members of our board 
of directors, it would be my thought that there should - a require- 
ment that the project should be affirmatively approved by the com- 
mittees of the Congress before the Secretary would be permitted to go 
ahead either with the loan program or with the recognition of con- 
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tributions for the nonreimbursable items. We would like to have 
control over these projects kept with the committees of the Congress, 
and we would like to see the requirement of an affirmative approval 
by the committees of the Congress before the Secretary would act. 

Now, there are only a few more items there. 

With respect to the development and sale of power there has not 
been a 100 percent approval among our membership as to the inter- 
pretations that have been placed upon the preference clause with 
respect to the sale of power. 

We believe that interpretation should be reviewed very carefully 
and that is again open to perhaps some modification of the interpre- 
tation, but we would expect during the life of the contract that, per- 
haps, power would be sold in accordance with the Federal reclamation 
law 

Now, as to land limitations, as this committee knows, that question 
is very much before us for consideration, and right at this time we 
are endeavoring to cooperate through a subcommittee of our legislative 
committee of the National Reclamation Association, we are endeavor- 
ing to cooperate with members of this committee and with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior in an attempt to work out some modifications 
with respect to land limitations 

If we reach a satisfactory agreement there, among the various groups 
who are concerned and interested, then we would expect that the 
same provisions should apply with respect to projects built under 
this act. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Is it your view, Mr. Welsh, that this bill would 
reach the rehabilitation of existing State projects? 

Mr. Weusn. I think it should reach them; ves. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Do you think as it is drawn that it does? 

Mr. WetsuH. I am not sure that it does, but I believe our present 
Rehabilitation Act permits only rehabilitation benefits to Federal- 
reclamation projects. 

Now, I venture to say that in every State of the West that there 
are projects which have been built by private industry, and by local 
citizens which are in need of improvements and benefits, whether it 
be the construction of a new dam across a stream, the concrete lining 
of a dangerous side hill canal or the enlargement of a reservoir, or 
whatever it may be. We believe that those projects should have 
consideration just as much, and to the same extent as the Federal 
projects which have been built by the Federal Government. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. In other words, if there were a project in Idaho 
built by private capital which wants to enlarge, extend, or rehabilitate 
its facilities, you believe this bill should be so drawn as to make it 
possible to get funds under this bill for that purpose? 

Mr. Weusu. Yes, sir. 

As I said a minute ago, there are several points here which we have 
not had an opportunity to discuss with our board of directors or the 
full membership of our legislative committee, so I cannot give you 
the final position of the National Reclamation Association on those 
various points, particularly on the question of sale of power and the 
land limitation provisions. ‘ 

Then there is another question—in fact, there are 1 or 2 other 
questions which bother me some—I have not reached a final conclusion 
on them. 
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I recognize that some place along the line there will have to be a 
= of demarcation between the projects which would be constructed 
by the local people and the projects which would be required and 
should be, I believe, constructed by the Federal Government The 
large dams, particularly the dams on the main stems of the rivers, | 
think, will probably always have to be built by the Federal Govern- 
ment. Just where that line of demarcation should be and where a 
project should be built by the local people I have not reached a 
conclusion in my own mind. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In that connection is it your thought that under 
this bill the definition of non-interest-bearing funds covers funds for 
the purpose of construction of powerpl: ants, and the supply of water 
for industrial, domestic, or commercial use’ 

Mr. Weusu. It should not be solely for ‘that purpose. I am not 
sure that I understand your question, Congressman 


Mr. D’Ewarrt. Well, in section 3 


The Secretary is authorized and directed to participate with anv conser 
district, irrigation district, water users’ association, or other public body orgar 
under State law 


that might be a municipal government 


in the construction of projects for irrigation, reclamation, power 


that might be a municipal power plant 
domestic, industrial, or commercial water supply 


that might be purely a city water supply, and so forth. 

It is not your intention that this bill should go to the extent of 
furnishing Government funds for the domestic water supplies of the 
cities? 

Mr. Weusu. I do not think that we should change the present 
status with respect to nonreimbursables at all 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In other words, this bill was pretty widely drawn 
to cover more than vou intended that it should cover? 

Mr. We su. If a project is being constructed, a reservoir is being 
built, or enlarged primarily for irrigation and reclamation purposes, 
and within that area there is a village or citv which needs an additional 
water supply, and the best means of providing that municipal water 
supply is by this means, it seems to me if they could cooperate with 
the farmers of the area that that should be done 

Mr. Harrison. But it should be incidental to irrigation? 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes, it should be meidental to irrigation. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman, unless there is the question of the 
extent of the loan with respect to the irrigation features. With our 
small projects program we were originally requesting a 50 percent 
loan, but with this legislation which would permit us to go into much 
larger projects | do not believe that most of them could operate on a 
50-percent loan. I think it will take a much larger share of the costs 
of the irrigation features than 50 percent from the Federal Government 
to make a project feasible. 

Mr. Harrison. Are you through, Mr. Welsh? 

Mr. Weusu. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I understood that you, in answer to a question of 
Mr. D’Ewart’s, stated that the legislation should go to the extent of 
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helping in the rehabilitation of private developments that had already 
taken place in the past; is that correct? 

Mr. Weusu. Well, if a rehabilitation program is necessary on a 
project which had been constructed some time in the past by private 
funds, ves, I think it should be made available for those projects as 
well as for reclamation projects. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If you did that how many of these projects would 
proceed under their own power? 

Mr. Weusx. Would what? 

Mr. AsprnaLtL. How many of them would proceed under their own 
power, on their own responsibility, because at the present time and 
heretofore the moneys which they had to borrow have all borne 
interest? If we would give to them the benefits of this act vou 
certainly would not expect them to borrow money and pay interest 
on it 

Mr. Miutier. Will the gentleman yield? 

[r. AspInaLL. Yes, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mriuer. Of course, in the case of your municipal water supply 
it is different. 

Mr. Asprnauu. No, I am not talking about that. 

Mr. Mintuer. Those people do pay interest. 

Mr. Asprinauu. I am not talking about municipal water supply, but 
I am thinking about some 111 reservoirs in a radius of 17 miles in one 
area adjacent to where the reservoirs have all been built by private 
enterprise, where they have had to borrow the money, and they have 


paid interest on it. Now, if they are given the benefits of this bill, 
[ do not believe that they would want to pay interest if they thought 
that there was any chance of getting interest-free money. 


Mr. Wetsu. I did not mean that this should extend back to works 
W hie l ha Vc already been done. 

Mr. Asprnauu. What did vou mean then, when you said perhaps 
there was a dam the needed, or where a new canal was needed or a 
new lining was needed? 

Mr. Weusu. I think it should apply there. 

Mr. Aspinauu. If it applies there why should it not apply to some 
of these other reservoirs, for instance, where they had to have the 
dam heightened? 

Mr. Wextsu. I would not have any objection to having it apply to 
those. 

{r. AsprnauL. In other words, do you not believe that the appli- 
cant should have to show some kind of a lack of ability to secure the 
necessary funds at interest? 

Mr. Weusu. Well, perhaps so, but most of these works would have 
been done long ago if those people could do them. There are many 
projects in every State in the West which need to be brought up in 
better condition, and yet the job is just a little bit too big for them to 
do, for them to finance. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. Many projects are being rehabilitated year by year, 
and kept in good condition because some people are ms aking sacrifices 
to maintain them. 

Mr. Wetsu. The smaller rehabilitation jobs that can be done that 
way are being done that way. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. There is no minimum to the project that this bill 
would serve. There is a maximum limitation, but there is no minimum 
limitation 
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Mr. WeELsH. Well, there should probably be some restriction there. 
That is one of the questions I said I had not had an opportunity to 
discuss and that we had not reached a final conclusion as to just how 
much that contribution should be. 

Our original small projects bill requested a 50 percent contributiop 
from the Federal Government, in addition to a 50 percent loan from 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Harrison. Dr. Miller, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Mruuer. No, thank vou. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. D’ Ewart? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. No. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Young? 

Mr. Youne. Mr. Welsh, do you think the small projects should also 
be given the benefit of these nonreimbursable costs? 

Mr. Weusn. Yes;I do. I cannot see why there should be any line 
of demarcation here if there are nonreimbursable benefits, Federal 
benefits recognized in one type, the larger projec ts, J do not see why 
the same benefits should not prevail with respect to the smaller projects. 

Mr. Youna. Do you think there should be a separate small proj- 
ects act, or do you think they should be included in H. R. 5301, 
Dr. Miller’s bill? 

Mr. Wetsu. I would like to see this bill drafted as it is to take care 
of the smaller projects. 

Mr. Youna. You would like to see them included in the larger bill? 

Mr. Wetsn. Yes. 

Mr. Youne. Do you think that there should be any limitation on 
the amount of money that should be loaned on any particular project, 
for example, $25 million, or $50 million? 

Mr. Wexsu. Well, I do not know. That is the same proposition 
as limiting the size of your project. That is a question that | savy we 
have not reached a conclusion on yet, as to just how far this bill should 
go in that respect. 

Mr. Youna. Will there be any overlapping between the Water 
Facilities Act under the supervision of the Department of Agriculture 
and the small projects features of the bills that we are considering 
here today? 

Mr. Wetsx. We hope not. 

The Water Facilities Act, as it was originally enacted, was never 
intended to get into irrigation and reclamation at all. It was speci- 
fically so stated in the letter of the President at the time he signed 
the Water Facilities Act. 

Mr. Youna. When was that enacted? 

Mr. We usu. I| think it was in 1937, I am not sure. 

Mr. Youna. Just what sort of a project is supposed to be aided by 
the Water Facilities Act? 

Mr. Weusn. What is that? 

Mr. Youna. You say it was not supposed to go into irrigation and 
reclamation. Tell me briefly what it was supposed to accomplish. 

Mr. We usu. Mostly stock ponds. I had that letter here, but [ 
do not see it now, that is, the letter which the President signed on that. 
I do not have that letter with me now. It was mostly stock ponds 
that that was intended to cover. 

Mr. Youna. And drilling wells and that sort of thing? 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes. 
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Mr. Youna. Has the activity been confined within the original scope 
of the act, or has it expanded? 

Mr. Weusx. What is that? 

Mr. Youne. Has the activity been confined to the original purview 
of the Water Facilities Act, or has it expanded beyond that? 

Mr. Weusu. It has remained pretty largely there, but there is 
legislation before the Congress now which would expand it con- 
siderably 

Mr. Youne. Has the Water Facilities Act been used in irrigation 
and reclamation? You say that it was originally designed to stay 
out of those areas, but I detected from your reply that it may have 
expanded beyond that 

Mr. We xsu. I think it has, but I cannot say to what extent. 

Mr. Younc. The Water Facilities Act applies to all of the 48 
States? 

Mr. Weusu. No; it is intended largely for the Great Plains States, 
but it was limited to the 17 Western States. I think that there is 
legislation before the Congress now which would extend it to the 
United States 

Mr. Youne. That is, the Water Facilities Act? 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes 

Mr. Young. In your opinion, the small projects act should be 
confined to the 17 reclamation States? 

Mr. Weusn. That was the intent of our committee, and has been 
all the way along. We would not oppose it if the rest of the country 
wanted it, but we did not feel that being an organization with mem- 
bership in all of the 17 Western States we should attempt to say what 
the program should be in the other parts of the country, or the re- 
mainder of the country 

Mr. Harrison. Do you have any further questions, Mr. Young? 

Mr. Youne. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harrison. That is all; thank you very much, Mr. Welsh. 

We are supposed to have further information and data supplied 
to us from the Department on this bill. That will close the hearing 
today on H. R. 5301. 

(Thereupon, the subcommittee proceeded to the consideration of 
other business 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON [IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, Bog. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:40 a. m., in the 
committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Wesley A. 
D’Ewart, presiding. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will come to order for the consideration of H. R. 5301 by Dr. Miller, 
H. R. 4903, by Mr. Bentsen, H. R. 5510, by Mr. Young, H. R. 7847, 
by Mr. Engle, to amend and supplement the reclamation laws to 
provide for Federal cooperation in non-Federal projects, and for 
other purposes; for consideration of H. R. 4788 by Mr. Young, to 
facilitate the development of small reclamation projects; and con- 
sideration of H. R. 4397 by Mr. Engle, and H. R. 4404 by Mr. Hagen, 
to provide for the construction of distribution systems on the Central 
Valley project, California, by irrigation districts and other public 
agencies. I have been asked by the chairman of this subcommittee 
to preside this morning 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Dr. Miller, would you like to make an opening 
statement? 

Chairman Miuuer. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Dr. Miller, chairman of the full committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Chairman Miuuer. Mr. Chairman: 

The bills before this committee deal with the so-called small 
projects where there will be more local participation by the local 
communities. They offer a general legislative framework into which 
may be fitted desirable modifications of present legislation. 

It is felt that the local people could develop their projects cheaper 
and with just as good construction as though the engineering features 
were entirely carried or developed by the Interior Department. It 
has long been my feeling that the engineering cost on some of the 
smaller projects has made their fe asibility impossible. There seems 
to be too much gingerbread and costs charged up which have made 
their costs entirely too high. ‘This legislation is designed to set up 
legislative devices which will permit the work to be carried on at the 
local level and with more local participation. 

It is my understanding that the Interior Department is now look- 
ing over legislation which would be affected by the seven bills before 
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the committee. They are making some important decisions relative 
to the power features and other problems concerned with this legis- 
lation. I believe they will, within the next 2 weeks, present some 
proposed amendments with a favorable report on the objectives of 
the legislation. 

This legislation was introduced last year. President Eisenhower, 
in his State of the Union Message, and on other occasions, has re- 
ferred to his desire for a greater degree of local control and local 
participation in water-resource utilization. 

It is appreciated that any legislation substantially amending 
existing reclamation law must be given very careful scrutiny, both 
by the Congress, and by representatives of groups who would benefit 
from the legislation. To that end, we have worked closely with the 
National Reclamation Association, and other individual water users’ 
associations. The following will be noted with respect to H. R. 5301: 

First: It generally would authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to participate with water users’ organizations, or other public bodies 
organized under State law, in the construction of water-resource- 
development projects, whether single or multipurpose. 

Second: The non-Federal agency receiving funds following ap- 
proval of plans, would construct, operate, and maintain the project, 
subject to compliance with Federal rules and regulations applicable 
to those features of the project which supply national benefits. 

Third: With respect to reimbursable features, the Federal Gov- 
ernment would advance funds to cover cost, subject generally to 
execution of repayment contracts as presently provided for in rec- 
lamation law, with one possible exception: Funds allocable to 
irrigation benefits would be interest-free, other reimbursables (munic- 
ipal water, industrial water, power) with interest. 

Fourth: As introduced, H. R. 5301 generally provides for a pay- 
ment of Federal funds—on a nonreimbursable basis—to the local 
organization for project features which provide national benefits. 

Our committee, as well as the Department of the Interior, has been 
faced for many years with the realization that in many instances 
the Bureau of Reclamation is not geared to economical de ‘velopment 
of small projects. I have been advised by various groups and in- 
dividuals who have studied this proposed legislation that it will go 
a long way in the direction of providing workable small-projects 
legislation. 

The need for financial assistance for development of distribution 
systems only in some areas has been brought to our attention in the 
past; in other areas, the need is primarily one of financial assistance 
for construction of small storage and diversion structures for irriga- 
tion purposes only; in still others, multipurpose projects are con- 
templated with local people believing that the most economical 
operation and retirement of capital cost can be achieved through 
local control. 

In any consideration of legislation aimed at meeting these varying 
needs, I am sure you will recognize that Congress has an obligation 
to assure protection of Federal interests where Federal funds are 
being used. 

For that reason, it has been deemed desirable to include protective 
language which would assure compliance with rules and regulations 
to be established by Federal agencies charged with the responsibility 
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of the features supplying national benefits such as flood control, 
fish and wildlife benefits, and stream-pollution control. 

It may be necessary for some States to enact legislation which 
will permit them to participate in this type of a Federal approach 
Several States now can form districts in which not only the water 
users but also’ the citizens living in the towns assist in the payment 
on irrigation projects. These are called conservancy districts, and 
seem to be a good approach for community participation. 

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we hear the testimony of the several 
individuals that are here today; and as soon as the Interior Depart- 
ment has completed its study and amendments to the legislation, 
that we then give them an opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We have several witnesses from out of town that 
asked to be heard this morning while they were in town. ‘The plans 
of this committee, as I understand, are to hear these out-of-town 
witnesses this morning, and in about 10 days or 2 weeks to take these 
bills up further when the report is here from the budget and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

With that thought in mind, Mr. Hagen, we will call on you first. 
We are glad to have vou here this morning, Mr. Hagen. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hacen. Mr. Chairman, I represent the counties in California 
which are within the service area of the Central Valley project. Ther 
IS an engineer here, Mr. Alexander, who will testify, who represents 
several of the irrigation districts within my district which receive 
water from the Central Vallev project and either | 
assistance ip building distribution systems to hand 

I speak only as a layman and speak only to the bills which relate 
to providing local expenditure of Federal moneys interests free for 
building distribution systems. I feel that that is the least controversial 


aspect of some of these proposals and for that reason perhaps has a 
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better prospect of success, because it ts a mere refinement of the exist- 
ing law which permits such expenditure by the Federal Government 
itself. 

There have been many distribution systems built in my district 
by the Federal Government itself. The districts feel—and there will 
be testimony in the nature of cost estimates and comparisons pro 
duced here today—-that too much of the Federal construction cost 
is attributable to overhead and that the districts themselves could 
build these systems, comparable systems, cheaper than could the 
Bureau of Reclamation or the other Federal agencies; and inasmuch 
as ultimately the water users have to pay for these systems, although 
they do get a gratuity in the form of no interest charge during the 
repayment period, that it is a matter of mutual economy if they can 
build them cheaper that they be permitted to build them under some 
provision whereby a responsible agency, either the State or the 
Federal Government, would approve their plans and would pass on 
the financial feasibility of repayment. 

As I say, this is a mere refinement of an existing program, and inas- 
much as the principle of Federal assistance in this area has been 
recognized, I do not feel that the subject should be too controversial. 
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That is about all I have to say, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. D’Ewarr. | might sav, Mr. Hagen, that this matter of assist- 
ance to local agencies or even individuals or State agencies in con- 
struction of small projects has been under consideration by this com- 


mittee for 2 or 3 vears, perhaps longer than that. It has been under 


study by the National Reclamation Association It' is looked on 
with favor by this committee. I think I can say that safely. The 
difhic ult, has been to work out the technicalities of such legislation 
so as not to infringe on States’ rights. In certain eases we have 


found it was difficult to comply with State constitutions. Some 
States cannot pledge their credit under their constitution for a loan 
from the Federal Government. 

Then it is the thought of this committee that the responsibility of 
the Federal Government should be quite limited; that is, we would 
advance the funds and see they were used for the purpose they were 
intended, but that we would not interfere any more than was necessary 
in the actual operation or construction of the project. That would be 
the responsibility of the State and the local groups. Those things are 
a little difficult to write into legislation. We like the idea, but we 
have had difficulty working it out. I think you will find us in sym- 
pathy with your thoughts. 

Mr. Hagen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Frederick Bold, Jr., of Richmond, Calif. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK BOLD, Jr., ATTORNEY, REPRESENTING 
CONTRA COSTA WATER DISTRICT AND SOLANO COUNTY 
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Boitp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
Frederick Bold, Jr., of Richmond, Calif., and I am an attorney at law. 
\ly office represents Contra Costa County Water District and Solano 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, both of 
which organizations have authorized my appearance before this 
committee. 

It is strongly recommended that this committee give favorable 
consideration to a bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
make available to local districts funds for the construction of dis- 
tribution systems 

At a hearing conducted by this committee on June 22, 1953, on 
H. R. 4397 and H. R. 4404, Mr. O. N. Christiansen, the manager of 
Contra Costa County Water District, appeared for that body. I feel 
it will serve no useful purpose to repeat the substance of his testimony, 
which I am sure is available to the committee, but it may be useful 
if | try briefly to bring your information up to date. 

Contra Costa County Water District consists in about 83,000 acres 
that are served by the Contra Costa Canal, a feature of the Central 
Valley project. The district executed a 40-year contract with the 
United States in 1951, which contract provides for water service under 
section 9 (e) of the reclamation law and for the construction of a 
distribution system under section 9 (d). The 9 (d) portion of the 
contract called for a distribution system of 10 lateral canals and 
limited the funds available therefor to $888,000. All of this money 
has now been spent. The plans and specifications for the entire dis- 
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tribution system are completed and ready for the construction con- 
tractor. But the funds available were sufficient to build only 5 of the 
10 laterals. Contracts were let for these five and they are now vir- 
tually completed. We are informed that they will be accepted and 
put in operation within 30 days. This district must have a distribution 
system, for without it we cannot meet the minimum quantity require- 
ments in our contract with the United States and we will fall far short 
of realizing the maximum usefulness of the Contra Costa Canal. In 
1953 we consumed only about 10 percent of our agricultural supply 
The problem now is how to get the remaining five laterals: Ask the 
Bureau to finish the job under a new section 9 (d) contract or to 
build them ourselves if interest-free Federal funds are made available 
The engineers we have consulted assure us that the district could 
build the remaining laterals itself for substantially less than the 
Bureau's costs, hence we favor enabling legislation in the interest of 
economy for the district and the United States. ‘ 

Chairman Mitter. At that point, do you mind me asking a 
question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Certainly not. 

Chairman MILLER What is the | asis of your cone lusion ths at you 
can build it cheaper than the Bureau of Reclamation’s estimated cost? 

Mr. Botp. Dr. Miller, the statements that I will make must 


necessarily be hearsay. I am quoting the advice we have had from 
engineers. As a lawyer, I do not have any direct persons al knowledg 
on this subject. But our engineers have told us that the economy is 


twofold: 

No. 1. The overhead expenses of Bureau construction are substan- 
tially higher than ours would be. 

No. 2. I will illustrate with an example. Transportation can be 
accomplished by a Ford or a Cadillac. One is a little more luxurious, 
but the cheaper of the two will get you to your destination and return. 

Chairman Mruuer. In other words, you have a little less ginger- 
bread, maybe, in yours? 

Mr. Bouip. There are a variety of means of transporting water 
from the Contra Costa Canal to the farms. We feel that we do not 
need an overelaborate or luxurious system. 

Chairman Mituer. Thank you. 

Mr. Botp. And if we repay the obligation, the economies are ours 
just the same as they are the Government’s. 

Mr. Rocrers. Will you yield right there? 

Chairman Miuuer. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Is that construction of che ‘aper transportation facili- 
ties in any degree false economy in your Opilon: mean, will it 
meet the requireme nts and last just as long as the gold pli ite which 
you speak of? 

Mr. Boup. Again, sir, this is an engineering matter. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Bouin. But from our discussion with the engineers we have 
concluded the problem is to make the water available to the service 
area of the canal. Now one distribution system will not go to the 
front door of every farmer, but the water has to be close enough so 
it is economical for the individual farmers to use it. The engineers 
have said, ‘With that premise, we can still do a job cheaper than 
the Bureau of Reclamation.’”’ The actual construction itself, the 
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mechanical details of the valves, the turnouts and so on, they say 
they can do cheaper. That is the best advice we have had. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 

Mr. Boup. H. R. 4397 and H. R. 4404 will meet the needs of 
Contra Costa County; however, the district is not opposed to any 
of the broader provisions of the related bills now before the committee. 

Solano County has a similar need for funds for local construction 
of a distribution system in connection with the Solano project, which 
is not now a part of the Central Valley project. Thus the Engle and 
Hagen bills in their present form would be of no help to Solano 
County. On behalf of the Solano County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District it is urged that the committee report favorably 
on a bill that is not limited to Central Valley project. 

Mr. Enauir. May I interrupt you just at that point? 

Mr. Boup. Yes. 

Mr. Enaue. To say I have had amendments prepared which will 
take out the limitation in my bill which would restrict the application 
of it to the Central Valley project and make it as broad as Senator 
Knowland’s bill which applies to the Central Valley and all other 
authorized irrigation projects in the Western States. So as a conse- 
quence, the suggestion which you make will be implemented by ap- 
propriate language when the time arrives to broaden the measure and 
to act on it by amendment. I say that in order to clarify the record. 

I do intend to offer those amendments to accomplish exactly what 
you have in mind. 

Mr. Boup. Mr. Engle and gentlemen, I am very happy to hear of 
the proposed amendment, and may I say that the Solano County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District wholeheartedly en- 
dorse that amendment removing the limitation to Central Valley 
project. Whether the law is restricted to distribution systems or 
includes all the purposes contemplated by H. R. 5301, neither Solano 
nor Contra Costa Counties would be directly affected. 

We have a distribution system problem and that is all. However, 
I trust that I will not be misunderstood in that we have no objection 
to any of the broader features being included in the legislation which 
is now under consideration by the committee. 

The Solano project is, as you know, authorized and now under con- 
struction. No contract has been executed for the construction of a 
distribution system. The engineer for the Solano Irrigation District, 
Mr. Howard Stoddard, will testify this morning before this committee 
on the advantages to that district of local construction of the cjhred 
tion system. The Solano County Flood Control and Water Conser- 
vation District, which I represent, is the county itself, being an po ost 
governed by the board of supervisors of the county and created by 
special act of the California Legislature for the sole purpose of con- 
tracting with the United States for water service for all the districts, 
municipalities, and governmental agencies within the service area of 
the Solano project. Solano County and its Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District join with the Solano Irrigation District in 
recommending the proposed legislation. 

Thank vou. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I note that your irrigation district is already bound 
by 9 (e) and 9 (d) contracts. 

Mr. Bouin. I beg your pardon, sir. You are referring to Contra 
Costa County? 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. Contra Costa Water District. 

Mr. Boup. It is a county water district, not an irrigation district. 

Mr. D’Ewart. It is already bound by 9 (e) and 9 (d) contracts? 

Mr. Bouip. That is correct. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would there be any provisions in these contracts 
that would cause any difficulty in entering further contracts? 

Mr. Botp. We see no difficulty at all because the construction 
authorized by existing contract has been fully performed. It limited 
the Federal funds that were available for the construction of the 
distribution system. All the funds available have been spent and 
we only have half of the distribution system we planned. So it is 
really a simple matter. 

The district has an alternative. We could negotiate a new 9 (d 
or an amendment of the old 9 (d) and increase the funds available, 
that is, have the Bureau construct the remaining 50 percent of the 
distribution system. That is the first alternative. 

The second—if this legislation were enacted—borrow money from 
the Government to build the remainder of our distribution system in 
accordance with the plans and specifications approved by the Bureau 
or by the State engineer. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Do you feel the second method would be much less 
expensive than the first one? 

Mr. Boip. We think it would save us money and save the United 
States money. It is in the local interest and the national interest. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Miller? 

Chairman Mituter. No questions. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Engle? 

Mr. Enaue. What happened here is this, is it not? You entered 
into a contract which had as its objective a certain distribution system, 
and when you got half through you ran out of money? 

Mr. Boup. Precisely. 

Mr. Enaire. And what you are saying now to the Federal Govern- 
ment is, ‘Just let us do it with the same money that you would use, 
only less of it, and we will finish the job and we will save you money 
and owe you less.’’ Is that right? 

Mr. Boup. That is correct, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enaue. Now this legislation, Mr. Chairman—and I say this 
by way of supplementing the statement of the witness—applies to 
presently authorized projects. It applies to distribution systems that 
are going to be built anyway and which are essentially local in char- 
acter and of simple engineering. Therefore, they are uniquely 
susceptible of local construction at a lower cost without involving the 
administrative and other overhead which inevitably goes into construc- 
tion by the Federal Government, which is better qualified, of course, 
to build big projects like Shasta Dam, Keswick, Friant, and the 
projects on the American River, but which is not as well qualified to 
build these distribution systems. 

After all, a distribution system is a ditch. The farmers have been 
building ditches for years and they think they can do it cheaper, with 
less money and less administrative costs. 

So what we are talking about is something that is going to be done 
anyway, and we are trying to define the mechanics for doing it while 
making it less expensive, not only to the Federal Government but to 
the local people who have to pay the money. 
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Now the case preset nted by Mr. Bold is one of the most dramatic 
illustrations of what you get into when the Federal Government gets 
into building distribution systems which are essentially local in 
character. They are a they can get what they need to 
serve their purposes for maybe half the money or 60 percent of the 
money, and they are simply cadhinns that the legislative devices be 
made available through this legislation to do it 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Wharton? 

Mr. Warton. As an experienced attorney in this line of work, 
Mr. Bold, do you see any time in the future when private capital will 
enter into distribution systems of this kind as opposed to the system 
how 

Mr. Bouip. In Contra Costa County private capital has built many 
laterals which might be called privately owned distribution systems. 
A number of the property owners cooperatively have built lines from 
the Contra Costa Canal. 

The distribution system which we contracted to have built under 
9 (d) consists in 10 larg laterals P rivate capits al has not gone into 
their construction heiaame the people ¢ of the district have been relying 
on the Government to provic le those big laterals 

Chairman Mitier. Will vou vield there? 

Mr. Wuarton. Yes 

Chairman Miuuer. | think of the total amount of irrigated land in 
the United States, which is around 24 or 25 million acres, the Federal 
Government has really only built projects irrigating about 6 million 
acres, and the rest of it has been built by private enterprise. Of 


course, they were the easier ones to do, running the water out of the 


river, and the simpler ones, the remaining 15 or 17 million acres. The 


thers are more difficult and the engineering is different and the land 
is difficult to irrigate, but most of the projects have been built by 
private enterprise. 

Mr. Warton. Possibly my question would be clearer this way: 
What is the distinction as far as the particular project is concerned? 
I mean, why should not private enterprise be encouraged in a case 
of this kind? 

Mr. Boup. Those laterals are very expensive. We want to finance 
them over a 10-year period We feel that the ‘Vv are economical if we 
do not have to pay interest on the investment. 

Mr. Wuarton. That is the point right there, the crux of the matter, 
the question of interest? 

Mr. Boup. That is the big point to the local people. 

Mr. Wrarton. That is all. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Bold, what safeguards would there be, if the 
money was turned over to the locs il group to finish this, as to planning 
and specifications on the project? 

Mr. Boip. It would seem to me that the legislation in its final 
form would require two things: (1) that the plans and specifications 
be approved by the Bureau or the State engineer; and (2) that the local 
body secure the repayment of their obligation in the same manner as 
9 (d) projects are secured We do not contemplate doing anything 
imprudent or radical 

Mr. Rocrers. I understand that, of course. ’ 

Mr. Boip. And our relations with the regional office of the Bureau 
have been most cordial and satisfactory, and I am sure that we would 
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have no trouble in securing the approval of the Bureau of our plans 
and specifications 

Mr. Rocers. I can appreciate that. Of course, I would much 
prefer seeing these matters handled by free enterprise if they could 
be financed. I know there are a number of them that cannot be so 
financed. As a matter of fact, 1 would much pref r to see a loan 
fund set up similar to the RFC to be loaned for reclamation projects 
and for irrigation projects, with some responsibility or obligation on 
the people who are going to utilize those in that vicinity to obligate 
themselves to pay that money back. I think that way we would 
gel away from a lot of foolish projects where people just want to 
spend some money. 

The thing we must keep in mind—-we do not want to get in the 
same position as the Department of Agriculture is presently in 09 
some of those soil conservation dams. I do not know whether vou 
are familiar with them or not, but they have built some of thos 
cheaply and they tried to cut corners on them, and as a result they 
have a bunch of deadheads on their hands now. 

| want to see these projects built, but I want to see them built so 
they will be in good shape and deliver the goods several vears from 
how. 

Mr. Botp. We want to do the prudent thing, not only from the 
engineering standpoint, but the financial standpoint, too. 

Mr. RoGrrs. Any suggestions you have to make along those other 
lines, we will surely appreciate them. 

Mr. Botp. I appreciate being afforded the opportunity to make my 
statement to the committee. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Pillion, do you have a question? 

Mr. Prutron. The projects that you have in mind, are they par- 
ticularly in the State of California? 

Mr. Boup. Yes, sir, Contra Costa County and Selano County. 

Mr. Enexe. Tell him where that is. Our friend from New York 
here may not know just where Contra Costa and Solano Counties are 

Mr. Bouip. We always say it is the center of the world. [Laughter.} 

Mr. Eneue. That was not a planted question 

Mr. Pintion. That ts all right 

Is there any legislative procedure by which the State of California 
can assist here financially? 

Mr. Boup. Yes, sir; there are, but they are not effective to do what 
we want. Our local improvement act, creating a local improvement 
act district, is limited to 14 years. Now to pay the capital costs over 
that short a period creates a tremendous burden upon the farmer 
and we have to pay interest on it too, 

Mr. Pinion. I understand that 

Mr. Bouin. The other way would be a revenue bond issue. Revenue 
bonds earn interest. They are not selling well 

Mr. Prutron. To get back to your legislative situation here, the 
Legislature of the State of California apparently thought 14 vears 
would be a reasonable time in which to repay these loans or these 
grants, Whatever they may be, in the State of California. Now here 
vou would prefer, | suppose, the 40 years plus a 10-vear development 
period for payment. Is that the situation? 

Mr. Boup. We have to have the 40 years. You see, the California 
law was designed for street improvements in cities and suburbs. It 
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contemplated little waterlines to individual householders, and not dis- 
tribution systems 

Mr. Prruion. Why should not the State of California perhaps 
broaden and liberalize its policies with respect to aiding its own 
irrigation systems in the State? 

Mr. Botp. We need governmental financial assistance interest free 
to build it. 

Do | understand your question that we should go to California and 

get California money rather than to the Federal Government? 

Mr. Prruion. That is right. 

Mr. Boip. The only answer I can give, sir, is this: This is a reclama- 
tion matter, and in the last 10 years California’s problems have been 
tremendous, with its enormous population increase. All of the money 
that is available in the State of California is today being used to build 
schools and to build roads which it desperately needs. 

Mr. Pinion. Yes. 

Mr. Boup. —— is not any money left for a reclamation project, 
and we think we have come to the right place to get it. 

Mr. Pittion. Now let us see. California has its problems of 
building schools, whereas the United States Government has its 
problems of defense, of trying to protect its interests throughout the 
world. It has a debt of $275 billion, roughly, $6,000 per family. 
Does the State of California have those difficulties? Is their debt 
anywhere near that amount? 

Mr. Boxp. No, but it is proportionately very high. 

Pittion. W = ‘n it comes to the question of money, I am quite 
sure the State of California is much better off than the Federal 
Government insofar as the supply of money is concerned. 

Mr. Boup. Of course, a lot of Federal revenue does come originally 
from California, and we are talking about a reclamation project which 
over 40 years will not cost the Federal Government anything except 
that we will have had the use of the money during that period. 

Mr. Priution. Then it would not cost the State of California any- 
thing, either, would it? In other words, if it does not cost the Federal 
Government anything, it will not cost the State of California anything 
by the same reasoning. 

Now fundamentally, is not this proposal one in which the Federal 
Government would become a lending agency for the period of 40 
years in which this money is granted without any interest? Is that 
what it really amounts to? Because the responsibility for the con- 
struction and operation and maintenance lies with your local improve- 
ment district. In other words, that responsibility is taken away from 
the Federal Government, so the Federal Government in effect merely 
becomes a lending agency, a sort of reconstruction finance corporation 
for these projects, just as Mr. Rogers indicated. Is that about what 
it amounts to? 

Mr. Botp. Yes. But — me to add this: I do not think the 
position of the Federal Government is substantially changed. We 
are just talking about the mechanics of who is going to do the con- 
struction. Under existing 9 (d) contracts the local bodies operate 
and maintain, and, secondly, the Federal Government has in other 
instances been a lending agency in our urban redevelopment, in 
slum clearance, where the Federal Government is making loans. 
If the Government did not do it, we would have a terrible time. 
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Mr. Piuuion. Of course, the more loans we make, the more self- 
government the people in California are giving up to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Encuie. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. PILuion. Sure. 

Mr. EnGue. | understand the gentleman's position generally, but 
[ think he should have this fact in mind: that we are dealing under 
legislation, and Mr. Bold is testifying on authorized projects. The 
Central Valley project, for instance, is built. The distribution systems 
are going to be built anyway. They have to be built. The main 
canals are there, and if you do not take the water off the main canals 
and put the water on the land, you will never get the revenue to 
pay off the project. 

So what Mr. Bold is talking about is the mechanics of doing some- 
thing that is going to be done anyway. So the interest which the 
gentleman from New York is concerned about is going to be put up 
by the Federal Government in any case. This bill in our opinion 
simply provides that less interest will be required because it will cost 
less money to build the distribution systems through these local 
agencies than through the Bureau of Reclamation which has to sup- 
port an office on the ground, which has to support its office at Sacra- 
mento, which has to support its office at Denver, which has to support 
an office here in Washington 

The administrative costs on some of these distribution systems in 
California has run as high as 47 percent. I had the figures here, and, 
Mr. Chairman, later I want to incorporate by reference in the file in 
this hearing the testimony that we had last spring on this same 
measure. Those figures were put in. Now, whenever you get to 
running 47 percent on administrative costs—-the Denver office, for 
instance, was charging some of our irrigation districts out in Cali- 
fornia 9 percent of their construction costs on distribution systems 
for their administrative overhead in Denver. So we say that is 
unnecessary, these folks can build the ditches out there, and they will 
build what they pay for and they will get what they buy. 

Mr. Pinion. | certainly agree with that objective. I will go 
farther and say that I believe the local interest, the local engineering 
eroups, local men supervising the construction of these can do it 
cheaper than the Federal Government can do it, and I am certainly in 
agreement with the idea that the administrative costs, excessive 
administrative costs, should not be saddled on to the local water users. 
If you can tie the bill in so it will do those things and not be a wide 
open bill in which the Department can go out and make all kinds of 
loans —it is a pretty wide open bill here —I am certainly in agreement 
with the idea. If you can save the water users and the Federal Gov- 
ernment 40 percent, 50 percent, or whatever percentage can be saved 
in this type of operation, I am certainly for it if it is tied down with 
enough restrictions so that it does not become a wide open lending 
agency. But I am afraid this bill is pretty wide open. 

Mr. Encue. We will be glad to limit it to conform precisely to 
what the gentleman is talking about. H. R. 4397 applies only to 
authorized projects, and that means projects authorized by the com- 
mittee or under the law, and most of them are now being built. So 
far as California is concerned they are being built. These distribution 
systems will be built anyway. 
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Mr. D’Ewart Mr Young? 
Mr. Youne. Mr. Bold, do you think the loan procedure discussed 


by you should be confined to construction of distribution systems 
alon or do you feel that the ad antages are great eno ih to warrant 
its extension to construction to some of the other reclamation features, 
such as dams 

Mr. Bouin. | am here representing two local districts who are 
nterested in the construction of distribution svstems 


MM Youna. I know that 
\l BoLD We have no interest in anv other feature 


Mii Yor N Do you want to confine vourself only to that? 

Mir. Boup. Speakine personally, since the matter is immaterial to 
thre iisty ts | am representin bevond distribution svstems | have 
no objection, I take no issue with this technique being extended to 
other features. The engineers have told us that the Bureau is best 
equipped to do large construction work and the local people are best 
equipped to do small job Now if there is another small job and the 
techni works for A distrib tion svstem. it ought to work for some- 
1 Sich asl 


Mr. Younec. You have no idea, though, when the administrative 


‘ 


sts of the Bureau reach the point of diminishing returns, do vou? 
Mi Bol D No, Sil All I KHOW Is oul distribution system in the 
Contra Costa County Water District is half built and there is not any 
non left The engine >-rs '! us in Solano County thev can save 
bstantial sums in distributing the water from the Solano project 
Mr. Youn | was just th nkinge some ol the areas are not as well 
advanced as the center of the universe vou referred to, and perhaps 
the philosophy is good for the construction of irrigation and dis- 
tribution svstems, it may also be good for construction of some of the 
ojects that must of necessity precede the distribution and irrigation. 


Nir Bo! D Very possibly C'on rressman but I am not qualified to 


express an opinion. 


Mr. DEwarr. Mr. Rhodes, do vou have a question? 

Ruopes. Mr. Bold, actually the theory under which these bills 
ed is not too different, is it, from rehabilitation and betterment 
rrams which the Bureau now has? In other words, under those 





programs there are loans made to different districts to improve their 


facilities, and the district does the work itself or contracts to have it 
done; it is not done by the Bureau. This is that type of procedure, 
with which I am in very definite agreement. I think it is the way to 
proceed. I do not see anything in the proposition which is offered 


to the committee which is too different in theory from that. 

Mr. Boup. I feel that there are many points of similarity. How- 
ever, the essence of this legislation, to me, goes to just one mechanical 
feature of carrving out the reclamation policy of the United States 
which we have had in this country for vears. ‘This is a reclamation 
matter as far as we are concerned 

I did draw on the analogy of Federal funds locally dispersed for 
slum clearance and urban development, but they just have similar 
features 

What we are here to talk about are the mechanics of carrying out 
the reclamation policies of the United States, and we think that these 
bills are excellent because we will save money and the United States 
will save money, and that is all there is to it. 
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Mr. Ruoves. | would certainly agree with vou, and I do not think 
this is any radical departure at all. If reclamation is good-—and of 
course we think it is good——this is not any great departure from thy 
time honored method of constructing reclamation projects 

That is all. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank vou very much 

Mr. Boup. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. D’Ewarr. | might say, we have several witnesses this morning 
and the House goes in session at 11 o’clock. 


Mr. Alexander, of Porterville, Calif 
STATEMENT OF W. A. ALEXANDER, PORTERVILLE, CALIF. 


Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am W. A. Alexander, of Porterville, Calif. I am a registered 
civil engineer in the State of California, and associate member of the 
American Society of Civil Engineers. I am a graduate engineer, 
bachelor of science degree inh civil engineering. | have had } years 
experience with the State of California in the division of water re- 
sources on water distribution and adjudication. Approximately 2 
years of that time was used to complete my college training. I have 
had 1 year on military construction with the Army engineers. For 
3 vears I was an officer in the Navy, the Civil Engineering Corps of 
the Navy, overseas for 27 months with the Seabees. I have had 4! 
years’ experience with the Bureau of Reclamation as an engineer in 
water supply investigations, and since 1950, in the past 3% vears | 
have been chief engineer and general manager of the Lower Tule 
River Irrigation District located in the San Joajuin Valley, Calif 

I have here resolutions from several irrigation districts, which | 
will give the names for, authorizing Howard Stoddard, consulting 
engineer from Los Banos, and myself to appear before this committee 
in support of legislation to provide interest-free money for local inter- 
ests to construct their own distribution system. I would like to 
introduce these into the record 

The first one here is from Saucelito Irrigation District, which is 
located in Tulare County. I also have one from the Shafter Wasco 
Irrigation District, located in Kern County; Terra Bella Irrigation 
District, located in Tulare County; Lower Tulare River Irrigation 
District, Tulare County; Tulare Irrigation District, Tulare County; 
Chowchilla Water District, Madera County; Orange Cove Irrigation 
District, which is in Fresno County. 

I have a telegram here from the Lindsay Strathmore Irrigation 
District, which is located in Tulare County; a resolution from the 
Southern San Joachin Municipality Utility District, located in Kern 
County; a telegram from the Lindmore Irrigation District in Tulare 
County; a resolution from Stone Corral Irrigation District in Tulare 
County. 

Mr. Enaur. May | interrupt you just long enough to identify the 
areas covered by those communications generally for the members not 
familiar with the distribution of California counties? They relate, 
do they not, to the area around Bakersfield and just south of it to the 
Tehachapi Mountains, north in the San Joachin Valley toward Fresno 
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and Stockton and Sacramento, the area which receives the water from 
the Central \ alley project Is that correct? 

Mr. Atexanper. That is correct. It is on the east side of the 
San Joachin Valley, and all of these districts which I mentioned are 
served from the Central Valley project through the Friant-Kern and 
Madera Canals, which are a part of the Central Valley project. It 
runs north of Fresno approximately 25 or 30 miles and- south to 
Bakers ield 

Mr. Encuie. Thank you very much 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Engle, is it your wish that these telegrams and 
statements be filed as a part of the record or for reference? 

Mr. Eneir. They are very much in the same tenor, are they not? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. They are all in the same tenor 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Chairman, I have a great number of telegrams 
and communications from other areas, and because the are so numer- 
ous and since they represent very much the same sentiment, I am 
wondering if we cannot have Mr. McFarland take a typical telegram 
of the communications in the same tenor, so that the record will show 
who communicated and what they said generally without setting each 
one forth in hoe verba, as we sav in law 

Ir. D’Ewarr. Here is one addressed to Dr. Mille: 

Without objection, that procedure will be followed in the case of 
these telegrams and resolutions 

Mr. Enezue. I will make these telegrams available, Mr. Chairman, 
to Mr. McFarland, and I will say that the witness has covered with his 
telegrams and communications all the east side of the San Joachin 
Valley. These telegrams which I am putting in the record in the 
manner permitted by order of the Chair cover the whole northern part 
of the State of California, everything from Sacramento north almost to 
Shasta Dam. So taking these communications as a whole they cover 
the entire Central Valley area and show the complete unanimity of the 
support in that area for this legislation 

| beg your pardon, Mr. Alexander, for interrupting you, but | 
thought we would get that straightened out 

Mr. ALEXANDER. That is quite all right 

The districts which we are representing here today comprise a total 
of around 444,500 acres. These are the same districts which I have 
named previously. 

These districts, located along the Friant Kern and Madera Canals, 
are organized for the purpose of securing a supplemental water supply 
from the Central Valley project All but one of the districts have 
entered into a contract for a water supply from the Federal Govern- 
ment and are now receiving partial water supply. The districts are 
all in different stages of construction as far as distribution works are 
concerned to deliver water to the farms. There are some districts 
which have combination 9 (e) and 9 (d) contracts covering both water 
supply and distribution systems. The Bureau of Reclamation has 
constructed distributing systems for several districts under the Central 
Valley projects and are still in the process of co npleti ig a few of them. 

Some of the districts which are represented have not commenced 
any distribution construction because of the high estimated cost 
submitted by the Bureau. Other districts have constructed a portion 
of their system through local financing or 10 vear improvement dis- 
trict warrants. 


Bien. pie 





Cities. 
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I might say at this point that we realize there are many bills set 
forth here for construction by local interests. Nearly any of these 
would do the job that we need in our area. We need an immediate 
job there of construction of distribution systems; the reason being that 
we have got the water to the door, got the water alongside the district. 
We have to get it out to the farm, and in order to get it out to the farm, 
we have to have these distribution systems. It is going to be put up 
to these districts within the next few months to either decide to go 
ahead with the Bureau of Reclamation construction program on 
building their system or obtain financing, if possible, through support 
of one of these bills if it can be brought through Congress in sufficient 
time to give them their relief. 

The reason that some districts have gone to local financing and 
improvement district warrants is that local construction has proved 
a considerable saving over and above the Bureau of Reclamation esti- 
mate of cost. This has proved true on both open cana! systems and 
pipeline distribution systems. It must be stated that the system 
designed by the Bureau and by Jocal interests are not entirely of like 
design. The Bureau designs are usually more elaborate, in greater 
detail containing some additional refinements which are an improve- 
ment to the system but not altogether necessary to do an adequate job. 

The following is a tabulation showing the actual cost of an open 
ditch distribution system covering approximately 50,000 acres in the 
Lower Tule River Irrigation District, of which I am chief engineer 
and manager. This system was designed and constructed under my 
supervision by the district in 1951-53 at a total cost of $880,000, or 
an average of $17.62 per acre. This was done through the organiza- 
tion of separate improvement districts. 

Improvement district No. 1 includes 17,319 ac res and was consid- 
erably cheaper than improvement districts No. 2 and No. 3. The cost 
per acre in No. 1 district was approximately $12.50 per acre. The 
other two distric be were approximately $20 per acre. Improvement 
district No. 1 structures were constructed of redwood, while concrete 
structures were used in district No. 2 and No. 3, which accounts for 
the difference in cost. 


Tabulation—Construction costs, Lower Tule River Irrigation District, Tulare County 


’ 


Calif. 
Mile ‘ Date con- Cost 
Improvement district Acres served Miles of Total cost a & bs 
canal structed CT 
No. 1 17,319. 5 26.5 $215, 542. 30 1941 $12. 46 
No, 2. 15, 598. 7 30.8 347, 192. 91 1952 22. 26 
No. 3 17, 040. 7 0.7 317, 562. 18 1953-54 18. 64 
Total 49, 958. 9 88.0 880, 297.39 


Average cost per acre, $17.62. 


The above average cost of $17.62 per acre represents considerable 
saving over a canal system being constructed by the Bureau in the 
Madera Irrigation District which is in excess of $100 per acre. The 
saving in our district, I believe, is as follows: 

1. Design, plans, and specifications can be performed at a saving by 
local engineers on the job. Less overhead and better knowledge of 
local conditions. 
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2. Right-of-way can be obtained at substantial saving over Govern- 
ment-built systems. Local interests dealing directly with the prop- 
erty owners help to reduce cost. 

3. Loeal contractors will give bids to local districts considerably 
below a bid on Government work Example: 

We let improvement district No. 2 out to-contract. Our structural 
concrete, which includes both excavation and backfill, ran $55 per 
yard Madera’s contract price on that is between $65 and $70, but 
does not include the excavation for the baekfill. 

On the canal excavation, which is earth excavation, improvement 
district No, 2 was 21 cents per vard and Madera was 22 to 23 cents a 
vard, without compaction. Our 21 cents a vard included the neces- 
sary compaction for the canal banks. 

1. Local districts, with their own equipment and personnel can do 
their own work if efficiently operated and still reduce costs. For 
example, improvement district No. 2 was done by a contractor, while 
the construction of improvement district No. 3 was bv the irrigation 
district. This resulted in a saving of approximately $30,000. Rein- 
forced concrete complete in place ran $52 per vard. Earthwork at 
17 cents a yard, compared to improvement district No. 2. 

The above is conclusive evidence that sav Ings, both to the individ tal 
districts and the Government can be accomplished by granting 
interest-free money to local districts to construct their own distribu- 
tion systems. 

I do not wish to leave the impression with the committee that the 
great difference in cost is a comparison of two systems designed exactly 
to the same specifications or under the same conditions. It is my 
opinion that if the same system designed by the Bureau was duplicated 
by the local district that considerable saving would result in the final 
construction cost, including overhead and supervision. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, in my opinion, has an excellent staff of 
technically trained engineers and their construction work which | 
have been in contact with shows good construction and excellent 
design and planning. 

Local financing by individual districts has its drawbacks due to the 
interest. The repayment over a 40-year period will practically double 
the original cost of construction due to the interest repayment. 

The irrigation districts under the Central Valley project in Cali- 
fornia, representing in excess of 600,000 acres urgently request your 
committee to consider and recommend passage of legislation to pro- 
vide interest-free money for local construction of distribution systems. 
Their experience is that this bill will not only be a financial saving to 
the districts, but a direct monetary saving to the Federal Government. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Alexander. We are very glad to have 
you here and appreciate your contribution. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I have one other, Mr. Chairman. I have a letter 
and statement here from Paul Bailey. He is a constulting engineer 
from the Shafter-Wasco Lrrigation District. The statement has some 
figures, comparisons in there which Mr. Stoddard will discuss at a 
later time. I would like to introduce that into the record. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Without objection it will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

The statement referred to follows: 
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Santa Ana, CauiF., February 11, 195 
Re H. R. 5301 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
House O fice Bu ldina, Wash noton, 7" < 


GENTLEMEN: It being impossible for me to attend the hearing on H. R. 5301 
before your committee today on account of prior commitments, at request of the 
directors of Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District, I have asked Mr. William A 
Alexander to present this letter to you 

I am a registered civil engineer in California having practiced in the field of 
water-supply for 44 years. During this time I have engaged in the design and 
construction of works, the layout of projects and have served as State engineer, 
director of public works and as member of the California Bond Certification Com 
mission, predecessor of the present California District Securities Comm 
For the last 25 years, I have practiced in a consulting capacity on special problems 
in water-supply and flood control 

In February 1950, I was employed by the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District to 
investigate the subject of how the district can obtain a supplemental water-supply 
at a cost that the directors believe is within its capacity to repay 

The Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District comprises 37,528 acres on the floor of Sar 
Joaquin Valley situated about 20 miles northwesterly of Bakersfield in Kerr 
County, Calif. The lands in the district are now irrigated by pumping fro 
privately-owned wells. The supply of underground water is entirely inadequate 
and, for this reason, its level is receding further from the ground surface each year 
Present pumping lifts average about 125 feet. There is serious need for a 
enlarged supply of water. 

The only source of supplemental water available to the district is the Friant 
Kern Canal of the Central Valley project. Utilization of this source requires 
construction of a canal 1.3 miles long to convey water to the district boundar 
and of a distribution system within the district. The Federal Government offers 
interest-free money in aid of such construction. In order to secure this advantagt 
present law requires design and construction of the works to be performed by the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation 





PROPOSAL OF BUREAU OF RECLAMATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


In February 1952, the United States Bureau of Reclamation offered to enter into 
contract with the district whereby the district would obligate itself to repay costs 
incurred by the Bureau in the design and construction of a distribution svstem 
up to a total of $11,681,000 the Bureau’s estimate of cost of the system, and the 
Bureau would obligate itself to expend this sum of money toward construction of 





the system, but not necessarily to complete it. The contract provides that the 
district would repay costs incurred by the Bureau up to $11,681,000 in 40 equal 
annual installments without interest The Bureau estimates the annual cost 


l 
of water to lands within the District under this system when completed will be 
$28.91 per net irrigable acre including the annual repayment installments 
The $11,681,000 cost of the distribution system estimated by the Bureau is $311 
per gross acre in the district and $477 per acre of land that actually would be 
served by the proposed system which omits construction of laterals and sub- 
laterals to excess lands although it provides capacity in the mains and mai: 
laterals for service to these lands at some future time. The directors of the 
Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District believe that the cost of $311 per gross acre in 
the district of the Bureau proposal approaches so closely to the capacity of the 
district to repay the cost in full that they are apprehensive of the community’s 
ability to repay the $11,681,000 construction cost of the proposed system, during 
the next 40 years, while at the same time providing for other needed publi 
improvements such as schools, hospitals, churches and other buildings of general 
use. For this reason they are seeking a lower-cost distribution system than tl! 
proposed by the Bureau 


at 


CAPACITY OF DISTRICT TO REPAY COST OF PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


The Bureau of Reclamation reported on the capacity of the district to repay the 
cost of its proposed distribution system in its factual report on Shafter-Wasco 
Irrigation District on January 1953. In this report it is coneluded (p. 33) “‘that 
the weighted average annual payment capacity of the 32,531 acres to be irrigated 
under ultimate conditions is estimated to be $61.46 per acre.”” Payment capacity 
is defined (p. 27) as ‘the estimated maximum amount of farm income available 
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to the water user to meet all water costs, after satisfying certain recognized 
priority claims on gross farm income. These claims include 1) cash farm 
operating or production costs, except water, and normal replacement or deprecia- 
tion costs for capital goods and equipme it; °2) costs ecessary to retain the farm, 
such as taxes and debt service expense; and (3) a net amount equivalent to $1,600 
at 1939-44 pr vels as family living exemption 


It may be noted in the above quotations from the Bureau’s report, that the 
annual payment capacity of $61.46 per irrigable acre is the remaining portion of 
estimated gross farm income after deducting therefrom the cost of operating, 
maintaining, and retaining possession of the farm and the cost of bare subsist- 
ence of the fanily operating same. No deduction from gross farm income is 
made for family income other than bare subsistence nor is any deduction made 
for interest on investment other than on borrowed capital. That any person 
or family would continue to operate a farming property for 40 years under such 
eonditions is beyond reasonable expectancy. In order to make the figure for 
annual payment capacity of the district estimated by the Bureau into a practical 
figure that reasonable people could be expected to maintain through a period of 
10 years, further deductions should be made from gross farm income to provide 
for more than mere subsistence to the families operating farms. As a minimum, 
these additional deductions should include a small wage, say at 25 cents per hour, 
a partial return of interest on capital invested in land and improvements and an 
allowance for providing schools, hospitals, churches and other betterments neces- 
sary to maintain the community through the next 40 years as a place in which 
the farm operators and their families would choose to live. Unless such mini- 
mums can be provided from farm income through the repayment period, an 
exodus of farm operators and their families to other more favorable communities 
should be expected long before repayment is complete of the 40 annual install- 
ments on the cost of the proposed distribution system. 

in regard to the allowance of 25 cents per hour for wage to the farm operator, 
this would provide $65 per month to him over and above bare subsistence for 
himself and family. Expressed in terms of a deduction from gross farm income, 
the average size of holdings in the district being 75.7 acres (p. 6), it would be the 
equivalent of 10.33 per net irrigable acre 

In regard to the capital investment of farm operators, the factual report of 
the Bureau (p. 7) states “Only a relatively small number of farmers have long- 
term mortgage loans on their property at present, although requests for loans 
from local banks, the Federal land bank, and insurance companies have been 
increasing. The usual interest rate is 6 percent.’”’ The value of land, including 
farm buildings and improvements (p. 31), is given as $500 per acre for deciduous 
fruit and grapes and $350 per acre for field and truck crops. Weighting these 
values by the acreages in the respective crops (p. 30), the average value of land 
and improvements in the district as reported by the Bureau is $354 per irrigable 
acre. This is auite a moderate estimate of the value of land and improvements 
within the district. An allowance of 6 percent interest on such a valuation should 
be made in order to maintain values through a period as long as 40 years. Un- 
less reasonable value can be maintained, present investment in farm properties 
would seek other placement leaving a decadent community behind. Expressed in 
terms of a deduction from gross farm income, the allowance of 6 percent interest 
on the Bureau’s valuation of farm lands and improvements, the average size of hold- 
ings in the district being 75.7 acres (p. 6), would be $21.24 per net irrigable acre. 

No estimate of the cost of public improvements, other than a water-distribution 
system, that will be needed by the community during the next 40 years is furnished 
by the Bureau. The minimum expenditure for such purpose to prevent deca- 
dence is estimated at $2,500,000. Assuming that this sum would be spent at an 
even rate during 40 years, that expended money would bear interest at 4 percent, 
and that repayment of expended money would be made in 40 equal annual install- 
ments, the average cost per year would be $81,250 or $2.50 per net irrigable acre. 

Summing up the foregoing 3 additional minimum deductions from annual 
gross farm income of $10.33, $21.24 and $2.50 per net irrigable acre that are 
necessary to keep farm operators and their families and capital invested in farm 
lands and improvements from leaving the district during the 40-year repayment 
period of the cost of the water-distribution system proposed by the Bureau, a 
deduction of $34.07 per net irrigable acre should be made from annual gross 
farm income, in addition to deductions made by the Bureau in its estimate, in 
order to arrive at a practical figure representing the capacity of the district to 
pay for irrigation water over a period of 40 years. 

Subtracting $34.07 per net irrigable acre from the residual annual gross farm 
income of $61.46 per net irrigable acre estimated by the Bureau to be available 
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tO pay water Costs, 39 per net irrigable acre as the practical annua 


payment that the district could maintain for 40 vears. Comparing this figure 
to the Bureau’s estimate of the average annual cost of water in the district 
upon completion of its proposed distribution syste n f 428.91 per net irrigable 
acre leaves an annual deficit of $1.52 per net irrigable acre 


Ihe foregoing discussion of the Bureau’s estimate of the residual amount of 
gross farm income that would be available to defray the cost of water during tl 
40 years following completion of construction by the Bureau of its proposed dis 
tribution system, shows why the directors of Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District 
are apprehensive of the community’s abil to maintain payment of the 40 
annual installments in repayment of expenditures by the Bureau for design and 
construction of the water distribution system proposed by it. 


LOWER COST DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


At request of directors of the district, I submitted a report on September 1 
1952, on a distribution system that can be constructed by the distriet for $6,362,000 
or $170 per gross acre within its boundaries Lhis system would provide service 
to all irrigable lands. Its cost, if constructed by the district would be 45 percent 
less than the Bureau proposal which omits laterals and sublaterals to excess lands 

The lower cost of the district-constructed system is attributable primarily to 
the lower cost of and greater concentration of responsibility in district operations 

The Bureau of Reclamation is a large nationwide organization proposing to 
operate temporarily in the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District. It would charge 
against the distribution system for the district all payroll, traveling expense 
rentals and costs of establishing, maintaining, and dissembling a field off 
the construction zone and, during the construction pe riod, proportional costs 





ee 


maintaining a central engineering office in Denver, Colo., its regional office in 
Sacramento, Calif., and its San Joacuin Valley office in Fresno, Calif. These 
costs, together with the cost of engineering and administration, the Bureau esti 


mates would be $2.625.000 or 43 percent of the actual cost of construction esti 
mated at $6,120,584. The corresponding cost to the district of designing and 


constructing the system upon which I reported is $578,000 or 12 percent of actua 
construction cost estimated at $4,803,000. 

Further, the allowance for contingencies in the Bureau estimate is $1,530,000 
or 25 percent of actual construction cost and in my estimate is $720,000 or 15 
percent of actual construction cost. Also, the Bureau includes in its estimate an 
allowance of $1,181,000, or 18 percent of actual construction cost, for possible 
increase in costs between the time of making the cost estimate and the time of 
constructing the works. In my estimate such possible cost is included in the 
estimate of actual cost of construction. So, due to the smaller size and greater 
concentration of responsibility in district operations, a saving in the unpredictable 
items of cost arising during construction can be made in the estimated amount of 
$1,990,000, making a total saving in engineering and administration by district 
operations of $4 million. 

In addition to the estimated saving in engineering and administration by district 
design and construction of $4 million, the distribution system proposed in my 
report can be constructed by the district for $1,300,000 less than the Bureau 
estimate of actual construction cost of its proposed system 

Thus, the estimated total saving in cost by district design and construction of 
its own water-distribution system, is $5,300,000. This saving results from the 
smaller and more compact organization that would be employed in district opera- 
tions, from the greater familiarity of its members with local needs and conditions 
due to their closer proximity to the work and to each other, from the greater 
concentration of responsibility possible in the smaller and more compact district 
organization, from its having one single job to do, and from local! control of deci- 
sions by those who are in close contact with the parties that will repay the money 
expended. 

This total saving of $5,300,000 in the cost of design and construction of a dis- 
tribution system for the Shafter-Wasco irrigation district can be realized through 
making interest- free money offered by Congress in aid of irrigation deve lopme nt, 
available for expenditure by districts such as the Shafter-W me irrigation district 
under general supervision of the Bureau of Reclamation. Under the present 
system of expenditure of interest-free money by the Bureau, for the reasons previ 
ously recited herein, the saving intended by Congress to accrue to the district is 
being consumed through expenditure of the money by an organization of type 
unfitted per se to handle the purely local problems involved in designing and con- 
structing water distribution = stems for irrigation districts. 
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Consummation of the aforedescribed savings in respect to construction of a 
distribution system of the Shafter-Wasco irrigation district would make it a very 
feasible project and one in which the directors of the district could feel confident 
of repaying the cost to the Federal Government without possibility of impairing 
future prosperity of the community 

Respectively submitted 

PauL BalLey, 
Consulting Enaineer, Shafter-Wasco I qation District. 

Mr. Encie. Mr. Alexander, I want to confirm my impression with 
reference to this area you are talking about All of these distribution 
systems are under an authorized project or under a project that 
will be presumably constructed anyway; is that right? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. They are under authorized projects, and these 
districts have entered into a contract with the Federal Government 
for a water supply. They must have distribution systems on the 
lands in the very near future or they are going to be paying for water 
they cannot use. So they have to construct the distribution system 
They are up against the wall, so to speak. They have to either have 
the Bureau go ahead and construct the system or they are going to 
have to have other type of financing to get a system in 

Mr. Eneir. Mr. Alexander, unless this situation is resolved one 
way or another in the next few months, these districts are going to 
have to fish or cut bait and do something with reference to their 
distribution systems either through the Bureau or their own. Is that 
right? 

Mr. ALexanper. That is true. They must do that. And when 
you take the cost figures and look them over in the districts and you 
find out you could save, say, 50 percent by local financing, or 40 per- 
cent or 30 percent, and then you look over the Bureau's setup that 
they can give you that money for 40 years and you have to pay interest 
on it, it is still just about the same or maybe even cheaper to carry it 
for the 40-year period with the Bureau of Reclam lation costs than it is 
to go in on local fnane ing because of the interest rate 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. a. 

Mr. Prturon. Mr. Alexander, is the repayment provision here, that 
of 40 years, the same as the iad law if th Reclamation Bureau 
were to construct it? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, that is under the 9 (d) contract. That is 
the same repayment clause 

Mr. Piuiton. If that is so, and if you assume a si ving if the con- 
struction of these projects by local interests, would vou say the saving 
might run as high as 40 percent, 45 percent, somewhere in that 
neighborhood? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, I would say it would. 

Mr. Pituion. If you were to save, say, $400,000 on a million-dollar 
construction, then the local interests instead of repaying a million 
dollars on a 40-year basis would be paving $600,000 on a 40-year 
basis. Is not that right? 

Mr. ALExANDER. That is right 

Mr. Pintion. And why should not the term or the time for repay- 
ment be shortened and lessened so that tre farmer ¢nd irrigation user 
would pay the same amount each vear so the fund would be paid off 
on the same annual payment by the water users but for a lesser 
period of time? In other words, instead of repaying in 40 years, why 
should not that district repay, say, in 25 years with the same annual 
payments that they would be paving if the Reclamation Bureau had 
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constructed it? In other words, instead of stretching out the pay- 
ment to 40 years, by paving the same amount at a lesser cost they 
could pay it up in say 25 years, would that be reasonable? 

In other words, what I am trying to drive at is this, Mr. Alexander: 
That I generally find a repayment clause of 50 years or more means 
almost free money because, with increasing inflaticn as we go along 
in a period of 50 vears, the money you get back at the end of 50 vears 


is not quite worth what it was when you gave it out. I am just 
wondering if some type of clause such as that may be advisable. I do 
not know. I am just asking about it 

Mr. ALEXANDER. In answer to your question, I would not tend to 
commit any of these boards of directors whom I represent as to what 
their feeling might be on that matter. I might have my own ideas 


Mr. Pituion. But in view of the fact that the improvement repay- 
ments under the California law run around 10 or 14 vears and they 
have stretched this to 40, it makes a big difference, especially with 
interest-free money. 

Mr. Auexanper. I can make this statement: That I think some of 
them, if they feel the cost is reasonable enough, would probably 
rather get out from under it in a shorter period of time. I have had 
that statement made to me several times by different groups. 

Mr. Pituion. Thank you very much, 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It is your thought, Mr. Pillion, that one of these 
companies borrowing a million dollars, with inflation they do not have 
to Worry about paying it back? That is your idea, is it not? 

Mr. Pitii0on. Pretty close 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you, Mr. Alexander. 

Mr. Arexanper. Thank you. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Howard Stoddard, Los Banos, Calif. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD STODDARD, CIVIL ENGINEER, LOS 
BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Sropparp. I am Howard Stoddard, a civil engineer, partner 
in the firm of Stoddard & Karrer, civil engineers, with offices in Los 
Banos and Fresno, Calif. I graduated from the University of Cali- 
fornia in 1936 with a degree of bachelor of science in civil engineering. 
I have been registered civil engineer in California since 1942. I am 
a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers and of the 
American Geophysical Union. 

I was employed as an engineer by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation on the Central Valley project in California for 12 years 
from 1936 to 1948. In 1948 I then established an office for the 
private practice of civil engineering at Los Banos, Calif., specializing 
in irrigation and allied water matters. 

Since 1948, I have been actively engaged in these activities. In 
1952, I formed a partnership and opened an office at Fresno, Calif. 
Our firm is retained as consulting engineers for 12 irrigation and water 
districts and similar organizations. We also serve as city engineer 
for the city of Chowchilla, Calif., and perform civil engineering services 
for other agencies and individuals. 

As stated by Mr. Alexander, I have been authorized with him to 
represent the several irrigation districts named by Mr. Alexander, as 
evidenced by the resolutions that he has submitted for the record. 
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In addition, I represent the Solano Irrigation District in Solano 
County, Calif. 

I appeared before this committee on June 22, 1953, and testifiedfin 
favor of Mr. Engle’s bill, H. R. 4397, that would provide interest-free 
monev for loeally designed and constructed distribution systems. 
\ll of the districts that we represent are in favor of this type of 


legislation 


At the hearing in June 1953, I presented a written statement that 
demonstrated the verv substantial savings to the water users and to 


the United States that would result from the enactment of this type 


of legislation. In the interest of time, I will not read that statement 
but | have copies and will file the n for the recora. 

Mr. Eneie. That statement, Mr. Chairman, already is a part of 
the record in the hearings on H. R. 4397, which I am going to ask to 
be made a part ( f the file in this proceeding by reference. 

Mr DE ART Witho if obiec tion, it is so ordered 

Mr. Encuis. But not a part of the record because it would be a 
duplication 

Mr. Sropparp. That statement showed that a saving could be 
made by local design and construction of a distribution system for 
the Solano Irrigation District of over $3,000,000 as compared to the 


cost of Bureau constructior The exact figures are: 

Bureau estimate $10, 650, 000 

(ur estimate 7, 369, 000 
Saving 3, 281, 000 


This saving of $3,281,000 is equal to a saving of $43.46 per acre 
within the Solano Irrigation District, and results from two factors: 

|) A saving will be possible in the initial cost of construction amount- 
ing to $1,000,000. (2) A very substantial saving in incidental and 
overhead costs amounting to $2,300,000 will be possible. 

The statement also showed that experience in the Chowchilla 
Water District demonstrated that local districts could save 50 percent 
or more, by designing and constructing distribution systems as com- 
pared with similar work performed by the Bureau of Reclamation 

I have a written statement prepared by Mr. J. F. Sorensen, chief 
engineer and manager for the Orange Cove Irrigation District. Mr 
Sorensen holds a bachelor of science degree from the University of 
California in civil engineering. He is a registered engineer in Cali- 
fornia and a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers. 
He has had extensive experience in all phases of irrigation engineering 
and is well qualified to discuss costs of constructing irrigation dis- 

ibution systems 

The Orange Cove District has substantially completed a distribu- 
tion system under Mr. Sorensen’s supervision 

Mr. Sorensen’s statement, which I will file for the record, shows 
that by constructing their own system, the Orange Cove Irrigation 
District was able to complete, for an average cost of about $56 per 
acre, a system comparable to one estimated by the Bureau to cost 
$188 per acre. While the system may not equal the one proposed 
by the Bureau in some respects, it is operating satisfactorily to serve 
the lands of the Orange Cove Irrigation District. 

As Mr. Sorensen points out in this statement, substantial savings 
were possible not only in actual construction cost, but also in inciden- 
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tal costs where savings as great as 25 percent of the total cost of the 
completed system were saved on that item alone 

I also have a short statement prepared by the Tulare Irrigation 
District showing that the Tulare District has saved 80 percent of the 
cost estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation by constructing works 
under district designs and supervision. This tabulation shows sub- 
stantial savings in cost in construction, rights-of-way, investigations, 
and engineering and construction facilities. I will file this statement 
for the record. 

Mr. Alexander introduced for the record a statement prepared by 
Mr. Paul Bailey, consulting engineer for the Shafter-Wasco Irrigation 
District. Mr. Bailey is a registered civil engineer in California, hav- 
ing practiced in the field of water supply for 44 vears. During this 
time he has engaged in the design and construction of works, the layout 
of projects, and has served as State engineer, director of public works, 
and as a member of the California Bond Certification Commission. 
predecessor of the present California District Securities Commission 
For the last 25 vears, he has practiced in a consulting capacity on 
special problems in water supply and flood control. | 

Mr. Bailey states that the Bureau has estimated that a distribution 
system for the Shafter-Wasco District, if designed and constructed 
by the Bureau, will cost $!1,681,000, or $311 per gross acre in the 
district. This actually amounts to $477 per acre actually served by 
the system. 

Mr. Bailey, as consulting engineer for the district, prepared an 
independent estimate and found that if the district proceeded to 
design and construct its own system, the system could be built for an 
overall cost of $6,362,000, or $170 per gross acre. This shows a 
potential saving of $5,319,000 or $141 per gross acre in the District. 

Mr. Bailey’s comparison of costs for the Shafter-Wasco District 
check closely with the comparison of costs that I prepared for the 
Solano Irrigation District. 

If the proposed legislation becomes law, it will become possible for 
these districts to save very important sums, by constructing the 
systems under their own supervision. A like saving to the United 
States will also be possible. If, however, the interest free money 
proposed to be provided by the legislation is not available, it is prob- 
able that they will proceed under the Bureau of Reclamation program 
and pay the very high cost involved. This is true because of the 
high cost of private financing. The oe ‘rest charge on the necessary 
loans at rates now available, spread over a 40-vear repayment period, 
would virtually wipe out any savings in overall costs shown in these 
comparisons. 

The districts that I represent are vitally interested in this legislation 
and time is very important to them. In some cases districts adjacent 
to the Friant-Kern Canal have no distribution systems. The main 
canal is completed and in operation. Water is available. These 
districts must come to a decision very soon as to the method to pursue 
in construction of their distribution works, that is, whether to proceed 
with the Bureau or to proceed under their local supervision. 

In the case of Solano Irrigation District, the Solano project that 
will bring water to the district is now under constructien. In order 
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that the district might receive water as soon as the main works are 
completed, it is imperative to commence construction on the dis- 
tributing system as soon as possible. This district must come to a 
decision as to how to proceed under its own supervision. This will 
result in a saving of over $3 million to the water users and a like saving 
to the United States. If the legislation is not enacted, the district 
will proceed under Bureau construction that is authorized already, 
and those savings to the water users and to the United States will not 
be possible 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Are there any questions of Mr. Stoddard? 

Thank you very much. We are glad to welcome you here again, 
Mr. Stoddard, and your statement will be helpful. 

Mr. Eneie. It is an excellent statement, Mr. Stoddard. 

Mr. Chairman, may we have the order from the committee that 
the statement filed by Mr. Sorensen of the Orange Cove Irrigation 
District be made a part of the record? I looked this statement over, 
and it is a very helpful statement with reference to costs. I also ask 
that the statement Mr. Stoddard submitted by the Tulare District 
be made a part of the record. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Without objection, those statements will be made a 
part of the record at this point 

(The statements referred to follow 


Tula é Ir? jation D trict jor compar on PD poses 
( 
S. Bureau Tulare Irriga- 
( Reclan tion Distr 
1947 1953 actual 
t cost 

$12. 500 S45, 000 
15, TO 5, 200 
14, 906 5, G00 
5, 601 6, 200 
6, RO 6, 700 
100 7, 200 
) 2 O00 &, 000 
24, OOF 9, 200 
y 29. 000 10, 300 
’ 40, OOO 12, 000 
, t ) 14, 800 
ibtotal 266, 400 90, 260 
gencies 2 vercent 66. 600 9, 020 
Subtat b 000 99, 220 
R.O. W 51, 64( 0 

s tota 84.640 99, 220 

; y and gener percent 115, 392 9, 922 

032 109, 142 

iction facilitic ercent 16, 501 0 
Subtotal 516, 53 109, 142 

4 vance expressly for possible increa 0 pe nt of direct cost 26, 641 0 
43, 173 109, 142 


NOTE re Irrigation District ngs over U. 8. Bureau of Reclamation figure 80 percent. 
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STATEMENT OF J. F. SORENSEN IN Support or H. R. 5301, as AMENDED, TO 
PROVIDE INTEREST-FREE MoNEY TO Construct IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION 
SYSTEMS 


1 the engineer-manager 


‘ulare Counties, Ca 





The Orange Cove Irrigation District, of which I ‘ 
comprises approximately 25,000 acres in Fresno and 
Chis district is a party to a contract with the United States acting through the 
Bureau of Reclamation which calls for water service from the Friant-Kern Cana 
a part of the Central Valley project 

In 1947 the district was offered a combination water service and distribution 


stem contract in which the estimated cost of the distribution system was 





$5,341,025 or $197.66 per acre, based on the 27,021 acres then in the district 
1 


Chis included 10 percent for contingencies and 20 percent tor engineering, design, 


nspection, and administration. This could have been repaid by the district 
ver a 40-year period without interest charges. With the deletion of certain wells 


and pumps and the use of nonrecording measuring devices, the cost would have 


a 
been approximately $5,079,075 or $188 per acre This contract was not executed 
beeause the board of directors of the district felt that the costs were excessive 
In 1953 construction was completed on unit systems to serve 21,813 acres of the 
present total of 25,435 acres with the maximum cost in any of the unit a 
$97,539.90 for 1,236.71 acres or $74.50 per acre, not including the farm delivery 


structure to the individual farmer to cost $115 each With this cost added, the 


f reas of 


total in the highest cost area is approximately $80 per acré 
The improvement district costs indicated include inspection and automotive 


xpenses and a port'on of the legal expense directly attributed to the improvement 


listricts. The costs of administration, design, engineering, and the remainder 
of the legal espenses chargeable to construction have come from general assess- 
nents levied against all lands in the Orange Cove Irrigation District hese 
general assessments during the construction period have totaled approximately 
$96,000 and with reserves of approximately $25,000 froin prior years which were 


dit 


also used in this period, have made the total expenditures district purposes 





approximately $121,000, or approximately 10 pereent of total construction 
charges It the absence of compiete expense breakdown, il to be noted that 
these f inds also cover the general « (pense ol naintalning the distric office, 
equipment, staff and administration, legal and engineering activities of the dis- 


trict 
The following table indicates the range of costs for the unit areas: 


Distribution systems completed, Jan. 1, 1954 


} i} i vpe n «5 t per 

Improvement district or distribution area ecatan Acres : lotal cost 
B Pum] 6. 55 $35. 00 $26, 479. 25 
SA do 712. 11 ). Of 39, S78. 16 
B-4B (ditet Gravity 2, 599. 7 16. 00 41, 595. 20 
5A Pump S19. (if 8. 18 31, 300. 00 
5B Gravity 2, 893. 44 71. 50 916, 872. 18 
1 Pump. 568. 65 19, 28 QR, 021. Of 
lo l x 75. 50 91, 935. 98 
Gra 837. SE 69. 2 132, 971.8 
5 Pump 2, 229. 19 2.2 161. 058. OR 
) Crravit 198. 7 t 0) 160, 426. 19 
do 6, 12 2.79 84, 253. 51 
1A Pum] i 16, BOO. OF 
BK Gravity } 2 40 \ 8 10 778. Of 

I 4s 
2 do 1, 471. 85 19. 67 106, 0¢ 
Pump 1, 236. 71 74. 50 17. 539. 90 
Potal 21, 813. 02 1, 218, 116. 16 


Not ineluding delivery structures at $100 to $115 each 
2 Pipe 
Dit 


46790—_54——_5 
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In this work, the basic Bureau of Reclamation design criteria of their 1947 
estimate has been followed except for the following: 

1. For hydraulic heads up to 20 feet in diameters not ever 24 inches, stand- 
ard concrete pipe (nonreinforced) conforming to American Society for Testing 
Materials No. 118 has been used 

2. Fewer reservoirs of smaller capacity have been installed. 
3. We lis and pumps have not been installed 
4. Average depth of cover above top of pipe reduced from 4 feet to 3 feet. 
5. Imported backfill not used. No backfill was watered or compacted 
except at road and railroad crossings 


> 


6. Totalizing meters not installed. Nonrecording measuring devices are 
in use 
7. Automatic float operated valves have been installed resulting in a semi- 
closed system 
8. 2,951.24 acres are served by ditches instead of concrete pipe 
9. All pipe larger than 24 inches is of the centrifugally spun reil iforced type. 
Construction of these facilities has been appro. ved as to financial and engine ering 
feasibility by the California Districts Securities : ‘ommission 
By proceeding on a local basis as the Orange » Irrigation District did, the 
engineering, design, inspection, and ecieetien of ‘Shik I had complete 
charge, can be reduced materially, resulting in savings as great as 25 percent on 
the total cost of the completed systems. Using smaller job units, local con- 
tractors participate more readily and the local areas have thereby been benefited. 
Respectfully submitted 


J. F. SORENSEN, Engineer- Manage ay. 


STATEMENT OF BRECK MORAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES BOARD, 
STATE OF WYOMING 


Mr. D’Ewarr. The next witness is Breck Moran. 

Mr. Moran. I am chief of resource development of the Wyoming 
National Resource Board. 

[ am here today merely to reiterate the stand of the State of Wyo- 
ming last year in supporting the general principles of these bills that are 
before your committee. I made arather extensive statement last year. 

I would like to add, however, as a result of a conversation this 
morning aad some of the points raised, that the State of Wyoming 
does not feel any embarrassment about expecting a little interest-free 
money. The situation is perhaps not understood by some of the 
people living in the eastern part of the country who apparently do 
not know that our State is over 50-percent owned by the Federal 
Government on the surface and approximately 75 percent of the 
minerals owned by the Federal Goverament. 

This last year we paid into the Federal Tres my $15% million in oil 
royalties alone. Admittedly, $5% million came back to the State 
and was used by the State for education and highways. However, 
that was 31% percent. Ten percent went into the Federal Treasury. 
That is approximately $1' million which we assume as our dues for 
the privilege of belonging to the union, or something, and over $8 
million went into the National Reclamation Fund to be used, not only 
in Wyoming but in 16 other Western States. 

Now I know that the people from these big Eastern States and the 
rich Eastern States, to them the sums which I mention sound very 
small and unimportant. You may think we are a bunch of Scotchmen 
out there, but we operate our State on an appropriative budget of only 
a little over $12 million a year, so that the sum of $8 million looms 
rather large. It is more in fact than we collect in total from our 
whole sales tax in pennies out of our people out there. We feel, 
therefore, that in asking for interest-free money for such projects 
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as reclamation we are fully justified. In fact, we would rather have 
the privilege of owning our own surface lands in Wyoming and the 
minerals underneath and pay for our own projects all the way through. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. You are willing to make that trade? 

Mr. Moran. We certainly are, sir. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity to appear before you 
again, sir. I say again that we are fully back of the principles in- 
volved in these bills which have been presented. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Are there any questions of Mr. Moran? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Moran. I think the committee mem- 
bers need to be refreshed by your remarks occasionally in order to 
hold our own against some of these easterners. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Triggs of the American Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIREC- 
TOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triees. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: 

1 am Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director for the American 
Farm Bureau Federation. 

At our most recent annual meeting in December 1953, the voting 
delegates of the member State Farm Biase ‘aus unanimously approved 
the following policies relating to the issues under consideration by 
the committee: 

It is a responsibility of each generation to make wise use of our 
natural resources for themselves and future generations. 

It is our conviction that this can best be accomplished by emphi asis 
upon individual activity and responsibility; upon participation of local 
instruments of self-government including watershed, irrigation, soil 
conservation, and fire-prevention districts; and upon active partici- 
pation of local units of government in resource development. State 
and Federal agencies should provide technical assistance and service 
on a cooperative basis. 

We favor the maximum feasible participation of individuals, local 
organizations, and local governments in the development of water 
projects. We are opposed to Federal domination of water resource 
development. 

We recommend legislation to permit private enterprise (including 
cooperatives) and irrigation districts, local and State governments and 
political subdivisions thereof, and agencies created by interstate com- 
pacts, to receive the benefit of allocation of funds for nonreimbursable 
charges. 

Provision should be made to assure that irrigation districts assume 
responsibility for the administration of irrigation projects and repay- 
ment of obligations. This responsibility should be assured prior to 
the construction of any phase of the project. 

We support the principle that water rights are appurtenant to the 
lands irrigated. State laws and established water rights must be 
respected. 

We favor the use of reasonable acreage limitations on Federal irriga- 
tion projects involving the development of new lands. Such limita- 
tions as are imposed should emphasize high productivity per farm 
family rather than seek to place the maximum number of families on 
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the project. Acreage limitations should be eliminated on those proj- 
ects supplying supplemental water where the lands are largely or 
entirely privately owned and farmed or having existing water rights. 

Pursuant to this policy statement and as supplemented by action of 
our board of directors, the American Farm Bureau Federation strongly 
endorses the major objectives of the similar bills H. R. 4903, H. R. 
5301, and H. R. 5510. 

The key provisions of these bills provide that local agencies will be 
eligible to receive payments for nonreimbursable benefits created by 
project construction. It has often been argued that the Federal 
Government, rather than some local agency, should build a project 
because it can reduce charges to beneficiaries by allowing credits for 
nonreimbursalbe benefits. Establishment of the principle proposed 
in these bills would put projects constructed by loc ‘al agencies on the 
same financial basis as those constructed by Federal agencies, so far 
as ability to obtain credit for nonreimbursable benefits is concerned. 
[It is our belief that local agencies operating under this financial 
arrangement can build projects at less cost than the Federal Govern- 
ment, 

Other key provisions of these bills which we endorse include: 

|. Extension of the program to all States. 

The provision that local organizations shall have responsibility 
for the construction and operation and maintenance of projects and 
for repayment of reimbursable charges. 

3. The provisions that title to the projects shall at all times be in 
the local organization, that water rights shall be appurtenant to the 
lands irrigated and that preference shall be given to municipalities 
and cooperatives in the distribution of power. 

4. Approval of each project by the Governor of the State or a 
State agency authorized to perform this function. 

We would also like to recommend the incorporation of the following 
additional principles in such legislation as may be approved by this 
committee on the subject of this hearing: 

That agencies of State governments and agencies created by 
interstate compact shall be eligible applicants when authorized by 
State law to undertake projects of the kind covered by the bill. 

That each project in excess of a certain cost, to be determined 
by Congress and specified in the enabling legislation, require specific 
authorization by the Congress. 

That the legislation provide that to the extent that agencies of 
the Federal Government become involved in planning a project, that 
such activity should be undertaken cooperatively with State and local 
agencies and organizations including State departments of agriculture 
an : State land-grant colleges. 

That consideration be given to requiring that some percentage 
of ths total cost of any project be financed from non-Federal sources. 

We believe that the purposes and objectives incorporated in H. R. 
4903, H. R. 5301, and H. R. 5510 represent a significant and construc- 


tive new approach to the development and utilization of our water 


resources. We strongly endorse these major objectives and respect- 
fully recommend the approval of a bill to accomplish these objectives. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Triggs, you raise something that has not been 
before us before when you use the term ‘‘and agencies created by 
interstate compacts.” 
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As I remember, the interstate compact law authorizing the division 
of waters between States did not provide for the setting up of an 
agency that would be able to finance or construct. 

Mr. Triaas. I think that is correct, sir. We velieve that the use 
of interstate compacts is something that needs to be explored and 
developed from an administrative standpoint as well as the planning 
and investigation and judicial standpoint, and that there are cireum- 
stances where it would be preferable for the States involved to under- 
take the construction and operation of the water project rather than 
for the Federal Government to do so. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Is it your thought that those agencies that we have 
now set up for division of waters between States would have the 
authority under their charters to do this sort of thing? 

Mr. Triaes. I am sure that the present agencies do not. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. No, I do not think they do. 

Mr. Triaes. And this would only contemplate that at some time 
in the future the States involved might care to get together and see if 
they can plan a development which they would carry on as an inter- 
state group rather than for the Federal Government to do it. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That compact would have to be brougiut back to 
the Congress for approval. 

Mr. Triaas. That is correct. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It could not be ineluded under existing law. | 
think that is true. 

Mr. Triaas. No, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Any questions? 

Mr. Youna. You mention that projects in excess of certain costs 
should require specific authorization by Congress. Do you have 
recommendations on the amount? 

Mr. Triacs. No, we do not. As a matter of principle, we would 
prefer to see them all approved by the Congress, but if that is imprac- 
tical, if we are going to deal with many small projects which it would 
be impractical to put a bill through the Congress for each one, then 
we recognize it may be necessary to delegate some of that authority 
to the administrative agencies. 

Mr. Youna. On a percentage of costs to be financed from other 
sources, do you have any recommendations on that? 

Mr. Tricas. We do not, and perhaps we should have if we are 
going to testify to this point. I do not think it is our thought it need 
to be any large percentage of the cost but that this is a valuable 
means of getting the assumption of local responsibility, a feeling of 
local responsibility. 

Mr. Youna. Do you think that 10 percent is too high, or 25 percent? 

Mr. Triags. I am not just authorized to testify on this point, sir. 
We think it is a concept that warrants consideration. 

Mr. Youna. I think it is a good idea, but I was just wondering 
whether it is practical. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. If the gentleman will yield, would it not have to 
be measured in each instance? In some cases State or local contribu- 
tions could be much larger than other instances, or perhaps there 
would be contributing factors, such as part of the project has already 
been constructed. 

Mr. Youna. I think that would be important. But just like in, 
say, veterans’ loans, where they have to make a small down payment, 
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I think it is good to establish a minimum to insure sincerity and 
earnestness. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I agree. I think that principle should be clearly 
in the legislation, and I think all of this committee agree that State 
and local people should participate to the largest extent possible and 
assume responsibility to the largest extent possible, and that is the 
thesis you have set forth. 

Mr. Trices. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Dawson. May I ask a question? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Triggs, the question has been raised with regard 
to the funds which are to be used for this purpose. They would come 
out of the reclamation fund as I understand it 

Mr. Triecs. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. Now in our Western States, 52 percent of the funds 
that are received out there from oil and gas leases go into the reclama- 
tion fund. In my State, for instance, we have 72 percent of the land 
in the State owned by the Federal Government. Out of 10 million 
acres now which are unsurveyed, we have 2,030,000 which the Govern- 
ment has under oil and gas lease. A certain percentage of those should 
be going back to our State, but it has never been surveyed, and as a 
result the Government is taking 52 percent of the revenue and turning 
it into the reclamation fund, which would otherwise go to our State. 

Now you would spread this program out so that New York, Pennsyl- 
vania, and States which are solely owned by individuals and no public 
domain at all, would take these moneys which we feel should be going 
back to our State, if these lands were surveyed, and giving all of the 
States the right to dip into that pot and develop their reclamation 
projects Do you feel that is a fair division? 

Mr. Triacs. You raise a point that bad not been discussed by us, 
and it certainly would seem to warrant some consideration. I hate 
to think of earmarking funds for certain States or areas, but perhaps 
it would be justified in this case 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If the gentleman would yield, I do not want it to 
go into the record that funds for this purpose will be limited to the 
reclamation fund, because we have funds way beyond that that are 
used for reclamation. 

Mr. Dawson. They would come out of the reclamation fund. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Not necessarily. 

Mr. Dawson. Not all of them 

Mr. D’Ewarr. They would come out of funds appropriated by the 
Congress for reclamation. 

Mr. Dawson. But that would include the reclamation fund. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It would include that, but that is not large enough 
to take care of the whole program by any means. 

Mr. Dawson. Was it not the purpose, Mr. Chairman, when this 
earmarking of funds was originally made that it was coming from the 
reclamation fund and it would go back into the reclamation fund and 
they would be getting the use out of it? 

Mr. D’Ewarr That is true. When the reclamation fund was set 
up the thought was that it was revenue from public lands, sales, oil 
leases, and so forth; and it was a certain percentage of that revenue 
that was earmarked for the reclamation fund and that was to build 
reclamation projects. But it was soon found that fund was not 
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adequate to do the job we were undertaking, and we had to get 
appropriations to supplement that. My thought is now we do not 
want the record to show that we intend only reclamation funds, but 
we want all funds that are made available for reclamation to be made 
available. 

Mr. Dawson. I understand that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Any other questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Trices. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Welsh, we have not reached you. Could you 
come back another day? 

Mr. Wetsu. I really prefer to do that after the Department has 
submitted its report, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. D’Ewarr. There has just been a call of the House, and we are 
going to proceed with these hearings in approximately 2 weeks again. 
If you would appear at that time, we would appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Wetusu., I will be glad to. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We have heard the other witnesses on the list this 
morning. 

Mr. Eneir. Before you adjourn, it is my understanding that the 
Department is going to report in about 10 days, whereupon we will 
then proceed with further consideration of this legislation? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. That is correct. We hope at this time to have 
before us not only the report of the Department but also one from the 
Sureau of the Budget. At that time we will hear such other witnesses 
as wish to appear. This meeting this morning was for the purpose 
of hearing out-of-town witnesses who wanted to return home. 

The committee will stand in recess. 

(The following was supplied for the record: 


STATEMENT OF CoNGRI 1AN JOHN | \Mioss, JR., oN SMALL ProvxKc 
Brtus Berore House INTERIOR CoMMITTE! 


Mr. Chairman, I urge the committee to act favorably on the legislation now 
! y 
i 


hefore vou to provide interest-fre¢ loans fe r local pul dist s pla g ir 1 
tion and reclamation projects. I would e to discuss the general points which 
seein to me to justly such a practice andi also bring to your attention a specific 
project which will benefit an important agricultural area of California if some form 
of financial assistance is available 

The Congress has historically recognized the national interest in the develop- 
ment of a gricultural land [ iprod et e farm are Ss Nave Cee! hprought Ip to 
full production through reclamation and irrigation projects rhe theory is that 
the money allocated Federal agencies to do this reclamatior 3 ‘ 
regarded as interest-free money The Nation as a whole benefits from increased 
production: therefore, a Government interest charge should not be mad«e 

It is a logical extension of this theory to provide interest-free money for 
struction of similar projects by publie districts formed by the people who will 
get the initial benefit from the projects Che national interest is the same; the 
results would be similar. It appears the public districts developing a local 





project under Federal law could do so for less money than an agency of the 
Federal Government 

The local agencies could themselves s ipervise the construction of the systems 
to get life-giving water onto potentially valuable farmland and it seems logical 
that the landowners who use the water are best qualified to oversee irrigation- 
system construction In almost ever case in California, for instance, the local 
irrigation districts established under State law to distribute Central Valley 
project water employ operating engineers who would know not only how to 
build the systems but also how to construct them for the greatest operating 
efficiency. 
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Another importa! uivantage of local supervision of small projects is that 
iafterai systen ( id be cons ted t the time they are needed This will 
ell nate grea atera rriga aistrit tion systems constructed years before 
the time of a al us I public reclamation and irrigation districts in Cali- 

I i Sta | ler Sta i hi re ire them to follow 

e bes é rk don exp » get their contracts 
( | i nare therefore it the jobs of con- 
struc g the small proje ; to elop and distribute water would be done well 
i i ‘ mle : ) é 

P is Orta sa g feature « e small-projects loar 
proposal is the fact that it will permit an important phase of reclamation work 
to be supervised more ciosely by the people in the area where the project operates 
Cheories of reclamatior the West whi have been expressed recently emphasize 
that, as much as pract cai, the control of reclamatio projects and policies should 
be handled by the people directly affected. The plan under consideration provides 
an excellent chance to put that poli nto effect in a most beneficial way 

The specific project I wis t us SS aS an exXal ple is eing planned by the 


Wheatland Water District, a public organization of farmers who wish to develop 


the greater part of the potential of the Yuba River in northern California. The 
plan includes major irrigation works, termed the Waldo project, to provide 
necessary water for some 400,000 acres of farmland and, incidentially, to provide 
a 


flood-control benefits and develop hydroelectric power 

Water wells in the area have dropped as much as 34 feet in the past year and 
many of the wells are going dry While the underground water table is dropping 
at an alarming rate, the runoff of rain and snow water in the spring and fall 
rushes from the watershed to add to flood dangers and run wastefully into the 
Pacific Ocean. The public district has been formed to use this water and plans 
for the project are nearing completion 

The Waldo project to impound and distribute irrigation water would cost an 
estimated $30 million. The charge for irrigation water is estimated at about 
$2.25 per acre without considering any power revenues. The Wheatland Water 
District was formed on the promise there would be no assessment against the land 
for irrigation water: instead of general obligation bonds which would levy up to 
$150 per acre against farmland which cannot support this amount, the farmers 
would be responsible for their own water contracts for the life of any loan made to 
finance the project. Revenue bonds supported by water sales cannot be sold to 
private interests for so large a project without Government guarantee of the 
bonds. Such a guarantee should be provided through the legislation you are 
considering and which I urge you to approve. 





(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at the call of the Chair.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 27, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON [IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Wash ingtor ae) A bs 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:55 
committee room, New House Office Building, H 
presiding. 
Chairman Mibu R The committee will con to ordel We are a 


few minutes late due to some misunderstanding among the committee 


t. 9:55 a. m., in the 
onorable A. L. Miller 


members as to the hour of star ng Conflictin notices were sent 
4 “] : ' . 
out However. we will proceed and other members W bye ners 


shortly 

The bill under consideration this morning is H. R. 5301 and some 
related bills similar to H. R. 5301, introduced by Mr. Young of 
Nevada, Mr. Engle 6f California, Mr. Bentsen of Texas and several 
others for general purposes. 


The bill as originally introduced was to permit local agencies to 


initiate their own planning projects It was to make It poss by] ior 
smalle1 projects LO be developed without the us ial read tape and ex 
penses that occasionally and frequently come in with the planning of 


Kederal acvcen it ~ VW e sometimes eall it cinverbre ad or lac trimmings 
' . ‘ 
that they put on a Federal agency project. 


It was the hope, at least of this chairman, that the small projects 
bill would amend and supplement the reclamation laws to provide for 
Federal cooperation in non-Federal projects and make it possible for 
more local planning and development. It would give local non- 
Federal agencies the advantages of the present reclamation laws 
consistent with safeguarding the Federal investments. We had 
hoped it would provide for a more economical development of the 
water resources at the local level 

I think it important, too, that at least the objective was to bring 
about a maximum development of all reclamation water resources 
through the encouragement of local participation at a local level, 
and yet getting the benefits under the reclamation law of nonreim- 
bursable funds such as flood control. 

The bill was introduced in May 1953. It was shortly sent to the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget for their 
explanation, and when it was returned, April 16, we had a committee 
print made, print No. 20, with a letter from the Department of the 
Interior and the Bureau of the Budget and a proposed bill reflecting 
the thinking of the Department. 

(The committee print No. 20 referred to follows: 
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PORTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND THE 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET ON H. R. 5301, TOGETHER WITH PRO- 


POSED SUBSTITUTE LANGUAGE 


H 


DEPARTMENT OF 1 INTERIOR, 
OOFFICH OT rH SECRETARY, 
Washington, April 16, 195 


House of Representa Washington 25. D. ¢ 


My Dear Dr. Miuuer: A report has been requested from this Department 
on H. R. 5301, a bill to amend and supplement the reclamation laws to provide 


for 


re} 
f 


I 
j 


( 


Federal cooperation in non-Federal projects, and for other purposes \ 
Rk. 4397, a bill to provide for the constructior 


ort has also bee requested o1 H 


distribution systems on the Central Valley project, California, by irrigation 
tricts and other public agencie 


We have examined H. R. 5301 and are in accord with what we understand to be 





tril 
rat 








principal purpose, viz, that of encouraging participation by State and local 
ncies in the develo] ment of reclamation projects throug! Federal loans and 
I to such agencies H. R. 4397, though limited to the construction of dis- 
ution systems in connection with the Central Valley project, appears to have a 
her similar objective. The field of action which would be opened to this 














Department by the enactment of legislation carrying out such a purpose would 
be a wide one and would be a desirable complement to that which is now open 
to it under the Federal reclamation laws It is our thought however, that the 
approach to this new field should be with cautio1 intil experience has demon- 
strated its possibilities and its hazards more fully than they can now be seen 
For example, the authority to make a loan or a grant, we believe, should be 
explicitly to those cases in which the sole or principal purpose of the 
undertaking is that of making water available for irrigation or for domestic, 
municipal, and industr or is very closely related to such a purpose 
Similarly, it is our belief that the authority to make such a loan or grant should 
be stricted to those cases i which the proposed project has already beer 
autl zed for constructior1 nder the Federal reclamation laws or, if it has not 
been so authorized, in which congressional approval is expressly given to it for 











or various reasons s an earnest of good faith on the part of the applicant; 
in order to dis¢ rage t ( ! ke appli 
tio ich W ‘ { I { ) the exal I ot W ( \ Cc 
erab 1y strative exne C the (Jovernment und as a 
substantial community intere ind willingness to share the r e under 
tal ve believe t eg) hould require a shovy if every 
apt t that ( f i 4 sable par st ol taking 
I l g at of ac I eCeSSal ’ res d, and water rights 
r for its successful operatio1 In the atta -d draft of the substitute bill 
t is pre sed that the applicant finance all costs allocated to the generation and 
transmission of power It is also suggested that prior consideration be given to 
t se applications whiecl ‘ a Dsta lal contributio f costs of other 
featur if the project by al interests It is felt that if several projects have 
beer bmitted for consideration by the Department of the Interior, the ones 
which involve the greatest participation in cost by local interests should be given 
first priority of consideration by the Department. 

For the same reasons, we believe that the legislation should require every 
applicant to submit with his application payment of at least a nominal sun Say 
$1,000 as a minimun to defray in advance a part of the cost of examining the 
application and that all cost including reasonable overhead expenses, associated 


wit! 





ocessing and administering loans should be reimbursable to the extent 





ley are similar to reimbursable costs on Federal reclamation projects. 


The terms of any loan should, we believe, be generally comparable to the terms 


which Federal reclamation projects are built in order to avoid having two 


Federal systems of financing a project competing with each other. For this 


rea 


son, it is our belief that a payment period of not more than 50 years should be 
1 and that interest should be charged on the portion of the loan which is 


ocable to domestic, municipal, and industrial water 


With these thoughts in mind, we take this occasion to furnish vou with a draft 


bill the test of which we recommend your committee consider as a substitute for 
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that of H. R. 5301 If a substitute along these lines is agreeable to vour « 
mittee, we recommend its enactment. Such an enactment would cover the 1 st 
desirable aspects of H. R. 4397. 

Your attention is invited to the mention in the President’s Budget for the fisea 
year 1955 (p. 807) of an item of $5 million proposed for later transmittal to the 


} 


Congress, “to provide for Federal cooperation with States, local govern 
private groups in their water-resource developments A bill along the nes of 
that here suggested would furnish permanent authority for the work of the nd 
contemplated under thi budg« t item 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee, and a copy of the communication t 
us from that agency is enclosed We shall be pleased to assist the committ 


any way we can in the development of appropriate provisions for small projects 
along the lines indicated in the letter from the Bureau of the Budget 
Sincerely yours, 
Dovetas McKay, 
Secreta / of the li 


‘A BILL Tosnpplement the Federal reclamation laws by providing for Feder operation in non-F« 
projects and for participation by non-Federal agencies in Federal projects 


‘Be it enacted by the Se nate and House of Rep esentatives of the United S ‘ j 
America in Congress assembled, That the purpose of this Act is to encourage 
State and local participation in the development of projects under the Federal 
reclamation laws and to provide for Federal assistance in the development of 
similar projects by non-Federal organizations 

“Sec. 2 As used in this Act 

a) the term “‘construction’”’ shall include rehabilitation and betterment 
b) the term ‘‘Federal reclamation laws’ shall mean the Act of June 17 
1902 (32 Stat. 388), and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto 
ec) the term “organization’’ shall mean a State or a department, age 
or political subdivision thereof or a conservancy district, irrigation district 





water users’ associatior Oo Similar organizat 





{ to oO 
tract with the United State inder the Federal reclamatio1 
d) the term “project”’ shall mean (i) any undertaking or feature or unit 
of an und rtaking authorized to be constructed inder the } leral reclamatior 
laws the sole or principal purpose of which is to store, divert url ‘ live 
" 


water for irrigation or for domestic, industrial, or municipal use or to furnis 
pumping energy therefore or to drain lands un { y 
and (ii) any similar undertalir r feature or unit of ar nderta 


I 


de or suscep 


posed to be constructed by an organization; 
‘(e) the term ‘‘Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interior 

“Spc. 3. Any organization desiring to avail itself of the benefits provided l 
Act shall submit a proposal therefor to the Secretary in such form and manner a 
he shall prescribe. Each such proposal shall be accompanied by a pay 
$ to defray, in part, the cost of examining the proposal 

“Sec. 4. (a) Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project wt 
has not theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reclamat 
laws shall set forth, among other things, a plan and estimated cost in detail « 
parable to those included in preauthorization reports required for a Federal 
reclamation project; shall nave been submitted for review by the States of the 
river basin in which the project is located in like manner a prov ided in subsectio1 
(c), section 1, of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887); and shall include 
a proposed allocation of capital costs to functions such that costs for facilities used 
for a single purpose shall be allocated to that purpose and costs for facilities \ ed 
for more than one purpose shall be so allocated among the purposes served tnat 
each purpose will share equitably in the costs of such joint facilities 

**(b) Every such proposal shall include a showing that the organization already 
holds or can aquire all lands and interests in land (except public and other lands 
and interests in land owned by the United Stateswhich are within the adminis- 
trative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) and rights 
to the use of water necessary for the successful construction, operation and main- 
tenance of the project and that it is ready, able, and willing to finance otherwise 
than by loan and grant under this Act such portion of the cost of construction 
(which portion shall include all costs of acquiring lands, interests in land, and 
rights to the use of water and all costs allocated to the production and transmission 
of power) as the Secretary shall have advised is proper in the circumstances. 
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if the proje s found by the Secretary to have engineering feasibiitv and 
the Secreta and the Governor of the State in which it is located (or aln appro 
ate State agency designated by hin to be financial feasible, and if the pro 
) i t I s¢ i L( ry to the Secretary, he shall s he same, toge ther 
t s comme s and recommendatio thereon and other related documents 
respect eret to the Congress for its approval The Secretary may at the 
i esel fre ise or disposition inimical to the project any lands and 
land « i by the United States which are v n his administrative 
risdiction and subject to disposition by him and wl are required for use by 
project Anv such reservat shall expire at the end of two years unless 
e ( gress has give s approval to the project as provided in section 5 of this 
4 { or ita the rese ry il it _ at 1 hat { ime I rt} er! { Xe I 1¢ | DV ti { Secre tary 
for a rter perio 
The Secretar ull give preferential consideration to those projects in 
e applica orga i propose to co rif e to the cost of pr 
( addi to p ( Sts ind general this retere ri hall be in 
rop tribution b e applica rgai ations, but 
i ull be give fina i! tr ’ f ea applicant 
ors atio 
Ss Ly] ppr 1 he C gress of al proposa ipmitted ts pur 
t ect t OF Act t Pet i\ eg ute i ) ut Vith the 
1) the 1} 4 lo to be made ( ization and 
e and method « i the same availabk rf ou Said 
( ed the ¢ ated cost of constructing the project exclusive 
Ll allocated to t production and trar Ssl of power which, if 
‘ 1 cted as a Federal reclamat projec yuld be properly 
ell al 1 or inder ge 41 PI : of law appl cable 
‘ p { 
Lhe iX I a gral De i orded the ors ation 
‘ ‘ i iving the same t e organizati uid grant 
all ed 1t 1 } stimate ; ng the project 
} ( icted as a Federa lama ( would 
ro? | 1 7 ‘ rel } rsable ler ¢ ral provisions 
) I ri¢ pl ¢ 
( repa ! fe rga 4 { S it to not 
‘ 50 I I late whe the benef of ti I etn pecomes 
i jé in all 1 to domestic 
justrial, and 1 pa i ipply of interest on the unamortized balance 
ppror i t i iverage rate of interest, as deter 
ned | e Secreta ft Treasury, paid on the long-term interest-bearing 
able curitic United States outstanding at the beginning of 
fiscal vear precedi! ‘ late « hich the contract is executed 
rovision for eration of the project, if a grant predicated upon its 
rmal f nonre rsable functio1 s made, in accordance with reg 
p eribed | he head of the Federal depart- 
r age y primal ( 1 with those f tions and, in the event of 
neomphal With such reg ns, for operation by the United States or 
repayment to the United States of the amount of anv such grant; 
such provisio1 us 1 Secretary shall deem necessary or proper to 
le a rance of and security for prompt repayment of the loan and 
est as aforesaid 
T ability of the United State Inder an\ yntract entered into pursuant to 
t shall be continger pon the availability of appropriations to carry out 
i and « I 5 h co rac hall so recite 
Se Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which has 
re been authori 1 for construction under the Federal reclamation laws 


all be made in like manner as a proposal under section 4 of this Act, but the 


ecretary Mav waive such requirements of subsections (a) and (b) of that section 


is he finds to be duplicative of, or rendered unnecessary or impossible by, action 
already taken by the United States. Upon approval of any such proposal by the 
Secretary he may negotiate and execute a contract which conforms, as nearly as 


ay be, to the provisions of section 5 of this Act 
S1 Upon request of an organization which has made or intends to make a 
nder this Act, the head of any Federal department or agency may make 
to the organization any existent engineering, economic, or hydrologic 





a , 

idn and printed material that it may have and that will be useful in ; 
mnection with the planning, design, construction, or operation and maintenance 
f the project concerned Che cost of any plans, specifications, and other unpub- 
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The projects to be constructed under this legislation would be comparable in 
character and scope to existing Federal reclamation projects. It is our under- 
standing that the loans by the Federal Government for projects to be constructed 
would be repaid within 50 years, without interest in the case of irrigation, and 
that the projects would meet sound standards of financial eligibility 

Inasmuch as the draft bill provides for following authorization procedures and 
engineering design standards comparable to those used under existing reclamation 
law, it is doubtful that many small irrigation projects could make use of the pro- 
visions of the bill. In line with the policy of the administration, suitable draft 
legislation should be developed to make it possible for State and local groups, with 
Federal assistance, to undertake financially sound small irrigation projects. Such 
islation should be consistent with sound water-resource development. It 
1 be directed to the development of small projects, on the basis of simplified 
design standards, to provide needed water supply for limited agricultural areas 
whose needs cannot be met under the water-facilities program of the Department 
of Agriculture, or under existing reclamation law as supplemented by the Depart- 
ment’s proposed bill. The exact form of Federal assistance for small irrigation 
projects should be fully explored with the objective of shifting the major responsi- 
bility for financing to State and local interests. 

While there would be no objection to the submission of your proposed report 
and substitute draft bill to the committee, the proposal does not fully accomplish 
the objectives of the administration, as outlined above, to broaden the responsi- 
bilities for financing the reclamation program and to encourage small reclamation 
development. It will be appreciated if you will attach a copy of this letter with 
your report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 





,0WLAND HUGHEs, 
Deputy Director. 


Chairman Mituer. I have not had time to analyze the bill too 
carefully or go into all of the ramifications of the Department’s 
proposed substitute. The staff has not had time to analyze the bill. 
[t was my hope when we sent the bill over for analysis we would not 

back a ball of red tape. I have been rather suspicious of it, and I 
am not sure I want to claim the paternity of the bill as I read it rather 
hastily. I think the hearings today will help to develop what is in the 
proposed bill. I will be interested in the Department’s explanation 
of their proposed substitute to ascertain whether H. R. 5301 or the 
one they propose will meet the purposes of the original act. 

I believe the Department is represented here this morning by 
Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett, will you come to the witness stand and give your 
explanation of the bill as proposed by the Bureau of the Budget and 
the Department of the Interior? I understand there were “several 
cooks that worked on the bill, and whether they spoiled the broth 
I am not sure. But we will be happy to have your explanation of 
the bill. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER F. BENNETT, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Bennett. We appreciate the opportunity to appear in relation 
to the subject matter of your bill H. R. 5301, Mr. Chairman, and 
also the similar bills introduced by Congressman Bentsen, Congress- 
man Engle and others. 

For a long time the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department 
have been very much interested in proposals to permit the assumption 
of greater responsibility for construction and actual consummation 
of reclamation development at local level. We do not come here 
today with the idea that the proposed substitute is the ultimate 
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answer to this problem. We do feel, however, that before we run 
we should learn to walk in this general field of expanding activities of 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the Interior. 

It may be that after a vear or two of successful operation of 
program along the lines of the one that we have recommended, that 
the experience would demonstrate the desirability and the feasibility 
of expanding the program so as to permit more automatic operation 
through findings of feasibility and approval by the Secretary. But 
in the beginning stages there are problems of administration, problems 
of a fiscal nature, which we feel indicate the advisability of taking 
this broad objective and accomplishing it, let us sav, in two or three 
bites instead of attempting to do the whole thing in one preliminary, 
one immediate authorization bill. For that reason the Department 
has proposed the substitute bill which is before you. 

In this matter of administrative 

Mr. Aspinatu. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of Mr. Bennett 
before we go any further? 

Chairman Mituer. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Bennett, in the first sentence of the second 
paragraph of the report, you state that it is the Department’s opinion 
that the purpose of the bill is that of encouraging participation by 
State and local agencies in the development of reclamation projects 
through Federal loans and grants to such agencies. You stop right 
there. 

Now it has been my feeling that that is only a part of the purpose 
of this legislation; that a part of the purpose of the legislation is pro- 
viding for the possibility of getting the Federal Government out from 
under a great deal of responsibility and placing that responsibility on 
the local governments. 

Apparently what the Department is attempting to do now, as I go 
over this report, is to get the local governments into the picture but 
the Federal Government does not release any of its responsibility or 
any of its administrative authority. 

Chairman Mituer. Power. 

Mr. AspINnaALL. Power; that is right. 

Here is the question that I have, and I want to know if I am right: 
Does the Department presently wish to do just what they have men- 
tioned in the beginning of the report, or do they want to go further 
like | have suggested it was my feeling that we were attempting to do? 

Mr. Bennetr. I might say, Congressman Aspinall, that a review 
of the bill that we have offered as a proposed substitute, a suggested 
substitute, does not retain either operation, maintenance or control 
responsibilities in the Federal Government. This bill is conceived 
with one idea in mind as far as Federal participation is concerned 
that we would then become a financial agent making loans, making 
grants, based on Federal established standards; that once we have 
done that, our sole interest is that or the security holder. We are 
not asking here in any way whatsoever that we retain title or that we 
hold title to these projects, or that we carry the responsibility for 
operation or maintenance. None of those things are involved here. 

Mr. AspINALL. But are you not in the first instance, though, set- 
ting up standards which practically put a cloak around the situation 
so the local governments, as such, will be unable to move? 
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Mr. Bennerr. I think t es you get into a close question of inter- 
pretation of the Federal reclamation laws. From our understanding 
of the overall purposes and intents of the reclamation laws, they have 
been principally for the reclamation of arid and semiarid lands. We 
feel this: If this program is not to be duplicative of the program of 
the Department of Agriculture under the Water Conservation and 
Utilization Act or the Water Facilities Act, or over in the flood- 
control field where the Corps of Engineers should be, that some 
standards here need to be set up which will bring it clearly within 
the usual activities of the Bureau of Reclamation 

Now, that was the intention of this section when it was originally 
proposed and originally discussed at the Department. 

Chairman Miiier. Do you have more questions on that particular 
point, Mr. Abbott? 

Mr. Assorr. If I may, Mr. Chairman 

You are not suggesting, of course, that incidental power features 
are not permitted in present reclamation law? 

Mr. Bennerr. Oh, no. 

Mr. Ansorr. And is this language to be construed as almost totally 
excluding the — of inclusion of power? 

Mr. Bennerr. No. It is just that we are not in the business of 
building aelabd dams per se. Now, there have been power dams 
built, but most of your power-dam development, where that has been 
the principal purpose, has been by the Corps of Engineers. For 
example, many of vour projects in the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Aznorr. But on that point, Mr. Bennett, is it not true that 
in view of the committee approach and its declared intention in this 
legislation, if they feel that it is not possible under present reclama- 
tion law to develop small projects which have irrigation features—is 
it not perhaps equally true that they do not now find it possible 
without a prohibitive cost where they may have small power features 
incidental to reclamation and partic ularly for irrigation power pump- 
ing, that they find it equally difficult to construct such projects under 
the present reclamation law? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, under the present reclamation law, there are 
certainly limitations on construction of exclusive power facilities. 
There is no question about that. We have been accused in relation 
to some of the units of the Colorado River storage project of pro- 
posing a big power development here. And there our answer to it 
is that hs ave an overall program for a basin and that those units 
which are » ‘priaelpally power are closely related to the regulation of 
the river for irrigation purposes; that they are also designed finan- 
cially to assist reclamation and irrigation developments somewhere 
else in the basin. With those facets we find no difficulty in recom- 
mending that type of power development. But the minute we get 
into the construction of a project which has solely or almost entirely 
power purposes, we find ourselves at cross purposes both with this 
committee and the committee on the Senate side, and with many 
other people who feel that was not the original intent of the Bureau 
f Reclamation. 

Chairman Mitirer. On page 5 of the report, in the letter of the 
Bureau of the Budget, they say: 
rincipal substantive changes from existing law that would promote larger 
local financial participation are as follows: (1) Power costs to be financed entirely 


by non-Federal sources. 
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In other words, there is no way to reach smaller projects to finance 
power projects, except through their own participation entirely 

Mr. Bennerr. In determining what local participation from a 
financial standpoint there should be, the Department considered a 
number of diffe ‘rent approac ‘hes to that problem The approach W hich 
was finally adopted and which was incorporated in this bill and the 
re port was to say that we know that power is a commercial product on 
which locel interests cen obtain credit rene Ms and quite easily and, 
with that in mind, the final decision was that, so far as power features 
are concerned, it would be up to the local interests to make their own 
arrangements for the financing of thoe features 

Now, that does not mean that the overall project which they are 
proposing for our approval could not have power features in it 

Chairman Miuiuer. Mr. Abbott. 

Mr. Asporrt. Precisely on that point, Mr. Bennett, then we are 
eliminating one of the other advantages that are now had by districts 
organized under the Federal reclamation laws that exist today. You 
do not require local financing of power under existing re¢ lamation 
law, do you? 

Mr. Bennett. As a matter of fact, existing reclamation law does 
not require local groups to put up a thin dime. It is all on the basis 
of loan and grant under the Federal reclamation law. 

Mr. Assorr. Then you concede that is one more advantage had 
under the Federal reclamation law that you are not recommending? 

Mr. Bennett. That is right. They are not required to acquire 
flowage rights or easements, or interest in land, or to acquire the land 
either. All of those things are required in this bill as some definition 
of the local financial participation that the Department would like 
to see local interests undertake. 

Mr. Ansorr. On two additional points, again on page 2: 

It is felt that if several projects have been submitted for consideration by the 
Department of the Interior, the ones which involve the greatest participation in 
cost by local interests should be given first priority of consideration by the De- 
partment. 

Is that one of the considerations that goes into authorization of 
present projects under Federal reclamation law? 

Mr. Bennett. It is not. 

Mr. Anporr. All right. And a fourth point: 


The terms of any loan should, we believe 


) 


and I am reading from the second full paragraph on page 2 
be generally comparable to the terms on which Federal reclamation projects are 
built in order to avoid having two Federal systems of financing a project competing 
with each other. 

[ have no quarrel with the statement, but taken together with your 
preference for local groups putting up the greatest amount of financing 
is it not true perhaps that you are ignoring the very local agence ies 
that would most need Federal assistance in this local cooperation? 

Mr. Bennett. The only difficulty with the statement in the report 
is that it is not qualified as the language in the bill itself i 

If you will turn to the pertinent language in the bill, which is section 

(d) of the bill, it says: 

Due consideration shall be given to the financial ability to pay of each applicant 
organization. 
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f our administrative structure, possibly the employment 


of new pe rsonnel, loan officers people of that type, which we are not 
equipped with today. We do not know how much revision will b: 


necessary until we see the volume that will result from this type of 
program. For that reason we are not foreclosing the expansion of 
this program in the near future, but we do feel that we would lke to 
take one good big bite and try to digest it before we broaden th: i 
program to cover any and all types ol projects 

Now the second feature which led the Department to recommen: 
the total problem be taken in several bites rather than one bit 
1e possibility of fiscal imbalance. At this time I might point out 
that we are unable to forecast the volume of loan and grant proposals 
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issume it is a $5 million project, and suppose we had 20 just like it. 
That is $100 million. Now the local people have taken long — 
forward, they have perhaps obtained options, maybe the ‘vy have paid 
good money to acquire options on land or get flow: age easement and 
things of that kind. The ‘y come to us. We say, “Yes, this looks like 
a good proposal, but we have no appropriation. We are willing to 
enter into an agreement with you, but we have no appropriation to 
over this.”’ 

At that stage our answer in our proposed substitute was that they 
are entitled to some assurance from the Congress that within a reason- 
ible time the Federal Government will make its share of the financial 
oad available 

For that reason we recommended that these loan agreements on 
projects that have never been previously authorized by the Congress 
be submitted to the Congress for approval 

Now to us it seems that there is also this potential problem if w 
had widespread administrative authority to approve projects without 
prior congressional approval, or at least congressional ratification: If 
vou had 20 $5-million projects that you had approved, there you would 
have a commitment of $100 million You would set up competing 
lemands for our present existing program as against the loan and 

rant proposals that had been ap proved | »y the Department Now 
f the $100 mullion to finanee these. loan and grant proposals W 
ipproved by the Appropriations Cominittee as something which should 
be absorbed within our existing appropriations levels, we have very 
little left to carry out the programs that we already have. Yet at tl 
same time, thos peopl who had submitted those loan proposals in 


view of the requirements for local participation will have taken steps 


vhich in many respects constitute an actual financial investment on 
t he ll part betore they even vet the proposal to us and the would be 


ntitled to very serious consideration by the ¢ ‘ongress. 

Now with this potential fiscal problem facing us, we felt that th 
best solution was to provide a procedure for congressional approva 
so as to give the local interests the maximum assurance of fina in 
vithin a reasonable time 

Now to some extent, Mr. Chairman, that let us say, a red tape 
provision, but we feel that it is in the interest of the local interests 
who have gone so far as to present a worthwhile proposal which is 
nherently sound and which we feel should be constructed 

Mr. Youna. In other words, you would require each one of these 
proposals to be approved by Congress; is that mght? 

Mr. Bennerr. In this bill, we do. If the project has already been 
i1uthorized by the Congress and the proposal is for local construction 
through a loan and grant arrangement, then there would be no further 
congressional action required. But where it is a c ppraten) new 
project which has never previously been authorized by the a6 gress, 
this proposal calls for consideration of the proposal | by the Department, 
and if approved by the Department, then it is submitted to ve 
Congress for approval. 

Mr. Dawson. Would the gentleman vield to me there? 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. Would you give us a specific example now of how 
this might work? Let us take a project out in the}Missouri Basin, for 
instance. Just pick one out that has been approved and follow it 
through. 
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Mr. Bennett. One that has been approved? 

Mr. Dawson. Yes. Now the Missouri Basin has been approved, 
that is, the overall project. Go ahead and pick one out. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. (presiding.) Let us consider the Ainsworth project 
which was before us yesterday. Suppose it came before us under 
this law. 

Mr. Bennett. In that case, of course, you have the question wheth- 
er it actually was previusly authorized. 

Mr. Dawson. Let us take one there is no question about, and see 
how it works. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Chairman, let me ask a question here. I want 
to get on home base again before you start looking back. 

You talk about the Ainsworth. That is $80 million. And the 
witness brings something else into it. I had a feeling that this was to 
be legislation which would permit the construction by cooperation 
between local and Federal authorities of smaller projects. I wonder 
what we are talking about now. Are we talking about 5 million or 10 
million? Or is there any level here? I would like to find that out 
before we vO further. , 

Mr. Bennett. There is no level provided in our substitute, and 
there is no limitation on the size. 

Mr. Asprnauu. All right. I will yield back to my colleague. 

Mr. Dawson. Let us go ahead with one. 

Mr. Bennerr. There is no maximum limit under H. R. 5301, nor 
is there a maximum limit under Congressman Engle’s bill. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I know, but we had a philosophy that we spoke 
about there. 

Mr. Bennett. If we assume a project has already been authorized, 
I think it is important that we look first at section 7 of the Depart- 
ment’s proposed substitute. That section reads as follows: 





Uy request of an organization which has made or intends to make a proposal 
under this act, the head of any Federal department or agency may make available 
to the organization any existent engineering, economic, or hydrologic information 
and printed material that it may have and that will be useful in connection with the 
planning, design, construction, or operation and maintenance of the project con- 
cerned The cost of any plans, specifications, and other unpublished material 


furnished by the Secretary pursuant to this section and the cost of making and 
administering any loan under this act shall, to the extent that they would not 
be nonreimbursable in the ease of a project constructed under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws, be treated as a loan and covered in the provisions of the contract 
entered into under section 5 of this act unless they are otherwise paid for by the 
organization. 

So if you start with a project which has already been authorized, 
there is a vast—well, ordinarily there is a substantial amount of 
engineering and planning information in the Department that origi- 
nally planned the project. This section is designed to make that 
information available to the local people so that they can study it and 
determine whether any design standards or the scope of it may be 
reduced, perhaps expanded, as they believe feasible from the local 
standpoint. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Might I make an inquiry there? Would the cost 
of that planning up to date be charged against this project? 

Mr. Bennett. Only to the same extent that it would under existing 
Federal reclamation law. Not any more than that at all. As a 
matter of fact, the purpose of the language that the costs included in 
the loan shall be only those which would not be nonreimbursable, in 
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other words, would be reimbursable under ordinary Federal reclama- 
tion law. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I feel that would swamp the bill because many of 
these projects have already got engineering costs equal to what it 
would cost a local organization to build them 

Mr. Bennerr. You have one very readily remedial factor there, 
and that is if it comes as a proposal to the Department, that proposal 
is certainly subject to congressional action. In fact, it would permit 
the local groups to determine in specific detail how much costs already 
have been attributed to that project and give them an opportunity 
to go into that subject and to attempt to obtain relief, if they are 
entitled to it, from the Congress. 

I think it will tend to bring those things out where everybody can 
see them more readily, because if the local people are trying to build 
their project or a feature of the project or a unit of the project them- 
selves, they will, of course, be in a position to obtain, and they will 
be entitled to know what costs have been attributed to that project 
at the time they began to evidence their interest in the construction 
of that project locally. 

Mr. Dawson. Now Mr. Bennett, I notice the Bureau of the 
Budget has criticized your substitute bill on the ground that you are 
prescribing some engineering standards which may result in these 
little projects not being able to go forward by reason of their failure 
to comply with those standards. 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. Now following your review throuch here that you 
started on, I think you left off at the point where vou said you were 
going to make available to these local agencies all of vour engineering 
data, with the view in mind that they might be able to revise it, as 
I take it, some way to cut out some of the redtape and overhead. 

Now just elaborate on that. What good is it to furnish that mat 
rial if you are going to stick to your standards? And if you are not 
going to stick to them, are you going to go far enough to meet the 
objections of the Bureau of the Budget to give the local people the 
right to devise these standards if they care to? 

Mr. Bennett. | think at this stage we are not—-we are dealing in 
an area where we do not have specific designs. We are not in the 
definite planning stage of these projects. That is assumed here 
So that I think the question of engineering designs is perhaps not so 
much involved here as the possibility that there may be too much 
planning overhead and advance planning work, pre ‘liminary construe- 
tion work in the very earliest stages that may have been attributed 
to these projects and may be excessive. We may have cases of that 
kind. That is entirely possible. Now where that is true, so far as 
we feel on the subject, we think the proper place for relief is with the 
Congress. 

At the beginning of my statement this morning I pointed out that 
this bill does not contemplate the rigid enforcement of the same 
engineering standards that Reclamation may in its own judgment 
wish to put in where it is constructing the projects. Our whole 
function under this bill is to become a financial agent, a loan and 
grant authority, and our sole concern will be with the security of 
our investment. And if the design standards proposed and the con- 
struction intended will have a useful life in the judgment of our 
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engineers of 50 years, we are not in a position to insist upon anything 
more than that That has been discussed at the secretarial level at 
the Department, and those are specifically the intentions of the 
Department—that the standards shall not be any greater than those 
necessary to insure the repayment of the loan 

Mir. Dawson. Now you said that this was the responsibility of 
Congress probably to modify that. But as I read your bill, you are 
limiting this to projects which are already approved by Congress, 
are you not? 

Mr. Bennetr. No; there are two types. 

Mr. Dawson. That is correct. 1 have that straight. 

(ll) right Mi 7 nnett, after approval is fl1ven, then | take it that 
vou can go ahead and make your payment and revise your standards 
as you care to without any further consent from Congress, and the 
urement is that no payment on nonreimbursable items shall 
be made by the Secretary until requirements of section 7 have been 
met and until the ¢ xpiration of 60 days while Congress is 1n session 
after he shall have notified each member of the Committee on In- 
rior and Insular Affairs of the proposed payment. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe that is the provision in H. R. 5801. 
(ul proposal does not have that negative provision of submitting 





the information to each member of the committee. Our bill provides 
for and requires express legislative approval of each loan and grant 
proposal where the project has not previously been authorized by 
the Congres , ; 
Mr. Dawson. That clears that up. Let us go through with your 
TY | 
Mr. Benner. That is 1 of the major differences between H. R. 


301 and our bill, and, as I explained earlier, 1 of our principal reasons 
for making that recommendation was this problem of fiscal imbal- 
ance hat we have a program, we know about what our appropria- 
ion levels are, and if the Congress should take 20 of these proposals 
of an average, let us say, of $5 million, so that you had $100 million 
vent there for loans and grants, if Congress said that that 
) lion had to come out of our usual appropriation, then our 
whole structure and our whole program requires drastic modification 
and drastic alteration, And In the abs« nce of knowledge as to what 
the volume of these proposals will be and the amounts of money 
nvoived will De, We fee] constrained to re commend that the Congress 
approve each of these proposals, so that the local interests, who have 
cone so far as to submit a proposal and to indicate that they are 
ready, willing, and able to acquire the lands necessary, the flowage 
easements, to finance the installation of power veneration and trans- 
mission facilities, to do these other things as local participation 
called for in the bill—we feel in fairness to them they should have 
an assurance from the Congress that the money will be forthcoming 
within a reasonable time, because they will have taken so many 
steps forward that their commitments will be great enough that they 
will be entitled to consideration of that kind. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Bennett, lam sorry. I am afraid we are going 
Lo have to cut you off 

Mr. Bennett. That is all right, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You can come back again and discuss H. R. 5301 
and the substitute at that time. We have eight witnesses who are 
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from out of town, and if we are going to. get through with them we 
will have to hear them and have you come back later. I am sure 
you will not object. 

Mr. Bennert. That is perfectly all right. Thank you. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Peterson. Mr. Peterson is president of the 
National Reclamation Association. 


STATEMENT OF C, PETRUS PETERSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
we had looked forward to the implementation of some of the principles 
for which the National Reclamation Association has struggled by the 
enactment of the original Miller bill which is here under consideration 
We are very much concerned about the modification which is indicated 
by the suggested substitute bill. 

As I look at it, we have to read not only the language of that 
specific amended bill, but we have to read also what is said about it 
by the Bureau of Reclamation and particularly by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

One of the objectives sought by our association was a practical 
appros ich to the development of what we call the small reclamation 
projects. The Bureau of the Budget frankly states that the bill 
which they propose eliminates that possibility, for they say that the 
bill they suggest could probably not be used effectively by small 
projects. 

As I read the bill, I concur in what they say about that possibility. 
I think it does preclude the practical possibility of using that legisla- 
tion as a vehicle for what we call our small reclamation projects 
unless the proposed bill is amended so as to make that possible. 

The second objective which we had hoped might be accomplished 
by the Miller bill was to get for the non-Federal project the benefit of 
appropriations for the nonreimbursable factors which would be in- 
volved in the construction and operation of such locally financed 
organized projects. That, too, I think substantially disappears 
under the amended bill as suggested. And I think that follows pretty 
well from the statement whlch Mr. Bennett has made. 

The Department seems to visualize as local participation only fiscal 
participation, which is not the concept which our association has had. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, if you think 
in terms of what difference there is between a financing under the 
present law of irrigation portions of the development and that which 
is proposed here, I think you will find that it is pretty difficult to 
find that difference. It is a difference in words. It is said that this 
proposes a loan for that purpose, but that is all which the present 
reclamation law involves. 

If you were the financier and I were the person seeking help to buy 
a cow, and as financier you would say, “I will buy the cow if you will 
agree to turn over the checks for the sale of the milk until the cow is 
paid for,” that is one way of financing the purchase of my cow 

The other would be if the financier would say, “I will lend you the 
money to buy the cow if you will agree to turn over the milk cheeks 
until the debt is paid.”’ 
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The Department seems to regard the Federal investment in irriga- 
tion as a gratuity, without taking into account that very valuable 
repayment obligation which the settlers undertake, which I regard 
as a loan under either proposal—a debt to be paid. 

Now if that is correct, if that difference has now disappeared in the 
proposal and the small project possibility has disappeared under the 
substitute proposal, I do not know that there is much left so far as 
our association’s hopes were concerned 

The Bureau of the Budget says we ought to start in now to develop 
some legislation for small projects, which we thought this bill had 
already undertaken. I do not know why we should say that we have 
to do that job over again in developing legislation. 

Now the practical question, I assume, is whether or not it is possible 
to make such changes in this proposed substitute as will make it 
usable for these developments which we had in mind. I think I 
should say, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, that if 
the substitute bill passed as here presented, the Department need 
have no great worry about the volume of business which they would 
have under that bill. I cannot visualize the situation in which, as 
a practical matter, anybody would use it. So this matter of going 
slow I think we should look to see whether it is going at all. 

From my standpoint it is merely a stop sign rather than a slow sign. 

| think | understand their mental operation, perhaps, a little, which 
are involved here The Department does not desire to be in this 
case this fiscal agent that we talk about rather than being the Bureau 
of Reclamation handling the work in these projects. I say that 
without any suggestion of wrong motives. I do not think there are 
any wrong motives. I think it is a perfectly understandable position 
where you have an organization which is functioning and they like 
the way it is going, that they do not like to be disturbed in it. But 
if we are to deal with these small projects in the West, which admit- 
tedly this bill would not serve, and which admittedly we are not 
getting done either under the reclamation laws as they now stand, 
then we have a task before us to find some way of implementing the 
governmental functions as to this development program. 

Of course, if we say, as the substitute bill says, that every proposed 
project under this legislation should have congressional authorization, 
if we say that it should also have departmental approval, and then 
if we should say, as the Bureau of the Budget says on the last page 
Inasmuch as the draft of the bill provides for following authorization procedures 
and engineering design standards comparable to those used under existing recla- 
mation 
if that is what this program is, we have not gotten anywhere with 
the one possible exception 

Chairman Miuuer. If the gentleman will yield there, the last part 
of that sentence is this: 
it is doubtful that many small irrigation projects could make use of the provisions 
of the bill 
That is the admission from the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. Pererson. I change that “it is doubtful” to say that it will 
not happen, but that would be my language. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question here? 

Chairman Miuuer. Mr. Aspinall. 
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Mr. Aspinatu. Mr. Peterson, with the completion of various dams 
and projects which are already constructed, we are fast reaching the 
place where there will not be any need for many of the larger projects, 
there will not be any possibility for them. Is that not true? 

Mr. Prererson. We are quite a ways from that, but we are ap- 
proaching it. 

Mr. AspIna.u. I understand that, but it is in the foreseeable future 
if we take care of the job like many of us would like to do 

Mr. Permerson. Yes. 

Mr. AsprinaLtu. Now the House has just recently passed an overall 
authorization bill for water development programs by the Department 
of Agriculture. Carried to its limit, I think we could say it is an $11 
billion authorization for upstream, small-stream development. The 
Department of Agriculture has also been taking care of certain 
small-project development through its Farmers Home Administration 
through the water-facilities program. Is that correct? 

Mr. Prererson. Yes. 

Mr. AspiInauu. Just recently two members of this committee have 
introduced a bill to extend the authorization limit for the Farmers 
Home Administration in its water-facility program. The bill of my 
colleague from Nevada would extend it up to a quarter of a million. 
My bill would extend it up to a million. If I understand the report 
correctly which I have received during the Easter recess, the De part- 
ment of Agriculture says my bill, which would extend us up to a 
million, does not go far enough. 

Now unless we can visualize some sort of program like you have 
presented, like the national association wishes, without the hampering 
of it which to me the proposal by the Department of the Interior and 
in its reply on request for report on this bill proposes, are we going 
to get any place with reclamation if we are not careful? 

Mr. Prrrerson. Of course, I do not want to get into the question 
of how far the Department of Agriculture should go in their fiscal 
maximum, but this job is going to get done somewhere by somebody. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I think that is the finest statement that anybody 
could make 

Mr. Prrerson. If the Department of the Interior is unwilling or 
unable to fill that gap which exists between the water-facilities program 
and the practical possibility of developing projects under existing 
reclamation law, unless the Department can fill that gap, the tendency 
will be to push some other agency, perhaps the Department of Agri- 
culture, into the reclamation field for that pi — 

As far as I am concerned, I should like to keep in that field the 
technical staff that is now in the Interior Pesidirbatiiett in the Bureau 
of Reclamation, which I have always thought were competent, 
effective, fine people, if Congress arranges the legislation so that they 
can fill this gap. 

Now this gap to be filled, I do not know that there can be a precise 
limit on either side on its size, but there has to be, we think, a possl- 
bility of having these smaller projects constructed under standards 
which appeal to the people locally as being practical and feasible and 
perhaps with less—I do not want to call it frills—I mean less of the 
super form of planning, maybe even less life, less useful life, but within 
the reach of local people. I think that there are a lot of areas in the 
West where that sort of a program can be developed. 
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I should like when that comes to have in the thinking the concept 
that the young people who move on to those projects and pledge 
their future for 50 years, mortgage their future for 50 years, be regarded 
not as the objects of charity of the Federal Government but as willing 
to make an investment in their future project, regarded as a sound 
economic asset for purposes of that development. Future earning 
power is present capital, so regarded in the markets. And the 
future earning power of these young families is present capital and 
ought to be so recognized. But how to do that as a practical proposi- 
tion is something we still have before us in dealing with this legislation. 

I shall not undertake that. We have a committee in the National 
Association that has worked at this program for a long time, earnestly 
sincerely. The chairman of that committee, Mr. John Bliss, is here, 
and I hope that he will undertake the task of presenting to you the 
technical thinking of our association on this. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. I wonder if it would 
not be advisable to have this small projects committee come up all 
together—Mr. Bliss, Mr. Jensen, and Mr. Whitacre. Do you want 
to come up with them, Mr. Welsh? All four of you come up and 
present your case and then you will be open to cross-examination 
You have all had part in this study. 

Chairman Miuuer. I might say, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bliss and his 
small projects committee of the National Reclamation Association 
have worked for more than 2 years, perhaps 

Mr. JENSEN. 4 years. 

Chairman Miuuer. On a small-projects bill, their advice and coun- 
sel should be sought and appreciated and I hope listened to very care- 
fully by the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget, 
because here are practical men out on the firing line, dealing with the 
distribution of water. They know the answers to practics al problems, 

I am very happy they have taken so much of their time and given 
so much of their efforts to analyze and go through suggested legislation 
which was before us in H. R. 5301 and now the substitute measure 
which recently has been presented by the administrative division. 

Mr. Dawson. May I inquire at that point, is 5301 the outcome of 
their deliberations? 

Chairman Minter, I think it can be generally said that itis. It was 
introduced after we had considerable consultations with the National 
Reclamation Association. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think the record should show there have been 
small-projects bills before this committee for several years. I intro- 
duced one 4 or 5 years ago. We had in the last Congress 2 or 3 and 
we have several in this Congress. This is a problem we have been 
studying for a great many years, as has the National Reclamation 
Association, in trying to reach some agreement. We are very happy 
to have you gentlemen be int us this morning with the study you 
have made of the projects and your advice as to this legislation. 
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STATEMENTS OF JOHN H. BLISS, CHAIRMAN, SMALL PROJECTS 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION; T. W. 
JENSEN, SMALL PROJECTS COMMITTEE; ROY WHITACRE, SMALL 
PROJECTS COMMITTEE; WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY- 
MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Buss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say that the small- projects problem has been before the 
National Reclamation Association for a good many years. I think 
our first resolution was adopted at the meeting in 1946. Our commit- 
tee has been more or less actively at work on this problem since 1950. 

I would like to take just a moment to review very briefly the 
history of the small-projects program. 

Our committee, following its work of 1950, adopted or helped intro- 
duce a bill to provide a small-projects reclamation program. This 
bill, I think, had most of the features which we still think are good. 
It provided for a locally planned, constructed, and operated small- 
projects program with maximum local participation, with Federal 
interest-free loans in accordance with the recognized reclamation law. 
That bill did not get too far at that time. However, as has been 
mentioned here, a number of legislative proposals have been recently 
introduced and are now under the consideration of this committee 

Frankly, I do not know just which bill we are considering here at 
the present time. My comment and the comments of the committee 
will go to the substitute bill which is now before you as committee 
print No. 20. 

In that connection, I would like to emphasize what Congressman 
\spinall has said. I think that the prime purpose of the bill is not 
necessarily to encourage the participation of the State and local 
agencies in the development of reclamation projects. It is that, 
but it also goes further. 

To me it includes the simplification and expediting reclamation 
procedure. I think we all recognize that the process of getting a 
reclamation project through Congress has become so involved that 
certainly in the case of a small reclamation project it is almost impos- 
sible to get such a project through. 

I would also like to emphasize what the Bureau of the Budget 
says on the last page of that report, which has largely been read to 
you—that the proposed substitute legislation completely ignores, 
if you om use, the small reclamation projects. 

The National Reclamation Association feels it is very important that 
the small-projects program be taken into consideration. here is a 
very distinct area, a void, if you please, between the projects which 
the Bureau of Reclamation has processed and which it finds under 
its present procedure able to process, and the small projects of the 
Department of Agriculture. As President Peterson says, it is a void 
that has to be filled. If Reclamation does not fill that void, it will 
be filled from some other source. 

We feel that as the construction agency, as the planning agency, 
Interior is the one probably to do that. We feel that the present 
bill would have to be modified to include the small-projects program. 

Very breifly I would like to go over the minutes of the meeting of 
our small projects committee in Salt Lake City and cover the points 
which we covered at that time. 
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Many of them are self-evident; there is no argument about them 
the fact that the program should be, as I say, a local program with 
Federal loans. Items 1, 2, 3, and 4 are without question. Now 
item 5 states: 

“Large non-Federal projects should be individually authorized by 
the Congress before the Secretary shall make such loans.’”’ I believe 
that principle is good. 

As far as the small-projects program is concerned, however, we feel 
that there has to be some modification. The small projects up to 
some limit—we suggest a limit of $5 million—the approval should 
be simplified. 

We suggest that they be approved by secretarial authorization. 
Realizing that the present tendency is to approve all of the reclama- 
tion projects by Congress, the fact remains that if that requirement 
is maintained, the processing of small projects will be so delayed that 
I am afraid it will greatly jeopardize the program. 

Item 6 says: 

\ portion of the costs allocable to irrigation should be advanced by the local 
organization 

The committee recommended that local contribution should not 
exceed 25 percent of the reimbursable costs and that, in the case of 
rehabilitation and betterment projects, existing irrigation facilities 
may be pledged as all or part of such local contribution. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I would like to inquire, Mr. Bliss, why that is a 
mandatory provision. 

Mr. Burss. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Why should 25 percent be a mandatory provision? 

Mr. Buiss. Well, it is not. Our thinking is this: We object, if you 
please, to the provision in the current substitute bill that the projects, 
in effect, shall be in competition with one another, that the project 
most able to pay will be authorized, that the one ieast able to pay 
shall not be authorized. We feel that is wrong—that the need and 
financial ability to pay should also be considered. That being the 
case, there probably should be some limit above which the local people 
should not be required to pay or should not be required to contribute. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Should not there be a minimum limit, too? 

Mr. Butss. There probably should be a minimum limit; yes. 

Mr. Dawson. Will you yield to me there? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. Do I understand that the 25 percent, as you have 
worded it here, is the total amount that the local organization would 
pay toward the nonreimbursable irrigation costs, the Government was 
to pay the rest, the 75 percent? 

Mr. Butss. There would be a loan; it is not a payment. They 
would loan 75 percent. 

Mr. Dawson. The whole amount is repayable 100 percent? 

Mr. Buiss. That is right. 

Mr. Dawson. That is the point I wanted to make. You were 
leaving the impression here that is the total amount to be repaid. 

Mr. Burss. No; the entire cost is reimbursable and the Govern- 
ment would advance, as I state, some amount, which we suggest 
would be 75 percent. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. What is the thinking, let us say, why a water dis- 
trict should not contribute 50 percent if well able and willing to do it? 
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Mr. Buss. I think they should. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You recommend that local contributions shall not 
exceed 25 percent. 

Mr. Buss. I might say we are not committed to that figure. The 
original small projects bill, as you perhaps remember, suggested that 
the local people contribute 50 percent. Our main point is that we do 
not feel that these projects should compete with one another, guar- 
anteeing local participation, and the one that bids the highest, in 
effect, in that case gets the project. 

Incidentally, the question has been raised in the committee—lI just 
raise it here for your consideration. I do not know what the answer 
is—if the local people contribute part of the money, the Federal 
Government contributes the other fraction, whatever it mav be 
there is a problem of who gets the first mortgage on the project. 1] 
do not know what the answer is and I do not know that our committee 
does. Certainly if the Federal Government takes the first mortgage 
it will be very difficult to raise the remainder of the money locally if 
it has to be borrowed. 

Item No. 9 of our minutes states: 

While the review procedure of the 1944 Flood Control Act with respect to 
reports and comments by affected Sts ate s and Federal agencies is generally desir 
able for the large projects, such procedure should be aneces ned and simplified as 
much as possible in the case of the small projects costing less than $5 millio1 

There again we have taken $5 million as the tentative limit of the 
small-projects program. 

Item 10 says: 

It is desirable that Federal participation in small irrigation projects should be 
kept within one governmental agency. The committee believes 
I will not enlarge on that further. 

In considering the question of whether or not the proposed program 
should be nationwide or should be confined to the 17 Western States, 
the committee makes no recommendation but suggests that the pro- 
gram could well be confined to the present reclamation States unless 
and until the needs of other States to participate in the program makes 
its extension eastward desirable or necessary. I do not think com- 
ment on that is necessary. 

Item 13 says. 

3efore making any loan, the Secretary must approve project plans and specifi- 
cations. Although the committee recognizes that this is an essential requirement, 
it strongly recommends that, insofar as possible, the Secretary’s review authority, 
particularly in the case of the small project costing less than $5 million, be gen- 
erally limited to his determination that the project as designed and planned con- 
stitutes a reasonable risk of the Federal loan. This should apply not only to the 
overall plan but to the design standards of the several features thereof, which, 
within the limits of calculated risk, could well be below the high standards which 
the Secretary must now use for all Federal reclamation projects. 

Chairman Miuuer. Mr. Bliss, if you took the first sentence of 13 
“Before making any loan, the Secretary must approve project plans 
and specifications” period, you would be in conflict with sugestion 
No. 7, that the planning, construction and operation should be carried 
on at the lowest practical Government level. In other words, if you 
are going to have local people sort of making the plans and carrying 
them out, that would be in conflict somewhat with 13. If the Secre- 
tary sets up these high standards, they might not be approved by the 
local group at the lowest level of planning. 
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Mr. Buss. That is true. We feel that it is probably essential that 
the Secretary do review those in order to assure himself as to the 
adec juacy of the project, and to assure the Federal loan. 

Chairman Minter. I think that is probably correct, and your other 
provisos there sort of take care of limiting what he should or should 
not do 

Mr. Buss. Item 14 says: 

Pitle and control of the project should remain in the local organization and the 

f water thereon should be in conformance with State law. 
That is not specifically set out in the substitute bill. I believe it is 
inherent in the bill. 

And finally item 15, which is a general statement: 


Chere is a great need of expediting the processing of all reclamation projects 


Mr. Younc. May I interrupt you there? 

Mr. Buss. Surely. 

Mr. Youna. I wonder if you would amplify that. Why should we 
expedite it when we have seven or e ight billion dollars of surplus food. 
That is a question which continually faces the committee. 

fr. Buss. I am thinking largely of the small projects, Congress- 
man Young, and a great many of which involve rehabilitation and 
betterment projects, or betterment work on existing projects which 
are already sodden food but are not perhaps producing it as 
economically or as well as they should. 

Mr. Youne. Do you think it is important to spend more money 
to produce more food when we cannot dispose of the food we now have? 

Mr. Buss. I think we have got to look to the future in those things. 

Mr. Youna. We are increasing at a rate of 2'5 million people a year 
but still our productiv ity seems to be ahead of the rate of reproduction 
and consumption. It is a question we face. 

Mr. Butss. | appreciate that. 

Mr. Youne. And which we will face when we go over to the floor 
of the House with legislation like this. 

Mr. Buiss. I am no economist, but I do feel that we do have to 
prepare for the additional population which is coming, and that 
certainly the food which will be produced, the food and fiber which 
will be produced by these additional projects will be needed in the 
future. 

Mr. Younc. The question is when, though. 

Mr. Buss. Perhaps our present surplus is merely a matter of lack 
of distribution. I do not know. 

Chairman Miuuer. Off the record. 

Discussion was had off the record.) 

Mr. WestLanp. Is it not a fact that most of this land that would 
be irrigated produces crops which are not in surplus at the present 
time? 

Mr. Burss. I think that is probably correct. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I would like to ask you a question. You say that 
quite often these small projects would be rehabilitation of existing 
projects; is that right? 

Mr. Buss. That is correct. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Why do we need a small projects act to rehabilitate 
existing projects already operating under Federal law? 

Mr. Buiss. They are not necessarily operating under Federal law. 
They are mostly private projects, non-Federal projects. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. You would not make this proposal applicable to 
existing Federal projects? 

Mr. Buiss. I think it should be applicable to existing Federal 
og: that might need rehabilitation and betterment, yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I can envision a tremendous lot of complications 
there. Generally an existing project that needs rehabilitation is so 
badly in debt we have to examine it under special provisions of the law 

Mr. Buss. In general that may be true, and for that very reason 
many of them which badly need rehabilitation and betterment could 
not compete under this proposal of the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Department of the Interior in bidding against one another for author- 
ization. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Nearly every Federal project that I remember that 
has come before this committee for rehabilitation has been in financial 
distress, and the request is to write off some of their debt, which 
we very seldom do, if ever; the usual procedure is to extend the 
repayment period to 70 or 80 years and grant them some more money. 
Sometimes 100 years. That would not ‘be possible under this bill. 

Mr. Butss. That is correct. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. In other words, our hands would be tied in meeting 
a situation of rehabilitation of existing projects under this legislation 

Mr. Buiss. You are correct there, Congressman. I do not know 
how effective this program would be in those cases. However, it 
would certai.ly open the door to those who could qualify and who 
now have no avenue whatsoever. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I agree it would be applicable to non-Federal 
projects, but I do not think we can reach Federal projects under this 
legislation. 

Mr. Younc. Will you vield? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes 

Mr. Younc. Do you have any idea how many projects of a small 
nature might be involved in this legislation? I would like to get some 
idea of the scope of this problem. 

Mr. Butss. The Bureau of Reclamation a number of vears ago took 
inventory of small projects in the West, and Mr. Jensen just shows 
me here the grand total of those which they have inventoried as 439 
That is only a partial inventory, and it may, of course, include a good 
many which are not economically feasible. But that may give you 
some idea of the scope of the project. 

Mr. Dawson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Mr. Dawson. There is no limitation though, is there? 

Mr. Buss. No. 

Mr. Dawson. I can visualize a case here when you get started on 
these small projects, let us say, the ones under $5 million as recom- 
mended in your proposal, with just the secretarial authorization, they 
could get this thing started down in the Department so it would be 
spread all over the country. and every part of the country would come 
in for small projects and request secretarial authorization. Of course, 
out in the West we are a little jealous of this reclamation program in 
view of the fact that 52 percent of the royalties that come from our 
oil and gas leases go into the reclamation fund. We out in the public- 
land States rather hate to see it get spread out all over the country. | 
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am just wondering if you are not opening a Pandora’s box here where 
you might not be able to stop it. 

Mr. Buss. I think not, Mr. Dawson. At least under the, present 
legislation it is tied, as I read the bill, directly to reclamation and 
reclamation law which, as I understand it, limits it to the 17 Western 
States. So I believe at the present time the legislation would be 
confined to the West. 

Mr. Dawson. Is he correct in that? Is the reclamation law limited 
to the 17 Western States? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. We have on occasions applied it to Alaska 
and elsewhere, but we have never enjoved it. 

Mr. Dawson. Not only to Alaska. it has been applied to some of 
the other territories. 

Chairman Miuuer. I think the 98th meridian is sort of a division 
line that has always been accepted. 

Mr. Dawson. Do we not have a project from Oklahoma? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. And one in Texas, too. The other day we had 
a repayment that came from the Department of State. The 
Interior Department is supposed to take repayments according to the 
reclamation law. 

Mr. Whitacre, did you have a statement you wanted to add to this? 

Mr. Briss. Mr. Chairmar, I would like to insert the minutes of the 
meeting of our small-projects committee in Salt Lake City. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Without objection, they will be made a part of the 
record, alone with the recommendation of the small-pro ects com- 
mittee which you have submitted as amendments to the substitute 
bill. 


The documents referred to follow:) 


SuspstiruTe Biut, FepeRAL Aip TO NON-FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Amendments Recommended by Small-Projects Committee, National Reclamation 
Association 
The bill should be amended 

To permit secretarial authorization of projects costing less than $5 million. 

To eliminate or simplify reporting procedure requirements of section 1 of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944 in the case of projects costing less than $5 
million. 

To permit loans to include costs of incidental power on the same reimburs- 
able basis as domestic, industrial, and municipal-water supply. 

To provide that in the case of projects costing less than $5 million the 
Secretary’s review authority should be limited to his determination that the 
project constitutes a reasonable risk of Federal loan. Design standards 
could well be below those of the more costly Federal reclamation projects. 

To provide that the Secretary should not be required to give priority to 
projects making the greatest proportionate local contribution. The need 
as well as financial feasibility and other factors should be given consideration. 
The advance contribution by the local contracting organization should not 
be required to exceed 25 percent of the reimbursable costs and in the case of 
rehabilitation and betterment projects, existing irrigation facilities should be 
permitted to be pledged as all or part of such local contribution. The com- 
mittee feels that all project works and all project facilities excepting those 
portions dedicated to flood control or other nonreimbursables and covered 
by a Federal grant shall remain under the jurisdiction and control of the 
local contracting organization subject to the terms of the repayment contract. 


ee 
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MINUTES OF THE NINTH MEETING OF THE SMALL-PROJECTS COMMITTEE, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION AssocrIATION, SALT LAKE Crry, Uran, Marcu 14, 1954 


The meeting was called to order by the chairman at the Newhouse Hotel at 
1:30 p. m. March 14, 1954. 

Committee members present were: Fred E. Buck, T. W. Jensen, Roy Whitacre, 
and John H. Bliss. Also present were President C. Petrus Peterson, Secretary 
William E. Welsh, Harold H. Christy, and Breck Moran. 

The chairman outlined the progress of the work on small-projects legislation 
since the last meeting of the committee, March 30, 1953. He also described the 
work of the special committee appointed to consider and correlate the provisions 
of three sets of bills which had been introduced in the Congress: (1) to provide 
Federal loans to local districts for the construction of irrigation systems, (2) to 
provide small-projects legislation, and (3) to provide Federal loans to non-Federal 
reclamation projects and Federal payments for the nonreimbursable features of 
such projects. President Peterson and Secretary Welsh also discussed the various 
phases of the problem. 

After considerable discussion, the committee and President Peterson agreed 
that the committee’s work on the small-projects problem had been enlarged and 
that its present assignment is to fit the problems of the small-projects program 
into the broader legislation now under consideration by the Congress. 

The committee then discussed item by item a list of suggested principles to be 
included in the pending legislation, which had been prepared by Secretary Welsh. 
It also included for consideration a number of other points raised by Chairman 
Bliss in a list of principles he had prepared February 25, 1954, for the considera- 
tion of the committee. 

The principles adopted by the committee covering both small-projects legisla- 
tion and the broader phases of the problem are listed hereinafter: 

1. The Secretary of the Interior should be authorized to make loans to local organi- 
zations to aid in the construction of non-Federal reclamation projects, the loans 
to be repaid in the same manner as construction costs on Federal reclamation 
projects—interest-free on a 40-year basis with not to exceed a 10-year develop- 
ment period. Local organizations are defined as “any conservancy district, 
irrigation district, water users’ association, or any other organization under State 
law which has the capacity to enter into contracts with the United States pursuant 
to the Federal reclamation laws.” 

2. Legislation providing for such Federal loans should be limited to those non- 
Federal projects in which irrigation is the major purpose. 

3. Nonreimbursable items, such as flood control, should be recognized in the 
same manner with respect to non-Federal projects as with Federal projects 
Appropriate compensation should be paid for such items by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

4. There should be no top or bottom limit to size or cost of non-Federal projects 
for which the Federal Government makes loans 

5. Large non-Federal projects should be individually authorized by the Congress 
before the Secretary shall make such loans. Small projects not exceeding $5 
million in total cost may be approved by secretarial authorization 

6. A portion of the costs allocable to irrigation should be advanced by the local 
organization. The committee recommends that local contribution shall not ex- 
ceed 25 percent of the reimbursable costs and that, in the case of rehabilitation 
and betterment projects, existing irrigation facilities may be pledged as all or 
part of such local contribution. 

7. Planning, construction, and operation should be carried on at the lowest 
practicable governmental level. 

8. Nonreimbursable features of non-Federal projects in which the Federal Gov- 
ernment is requested to participate should be reviewed and reported upon by the 
appropriate Federal agency. All national benefit features shall be operated in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the responsible Federal agency. 

9. While the review procedure of the 1944 Flood Control Act with respect to 
reports and comments by affected States and Federal agencies is generally de- 
sirable for the large projects, such procedure should be shortened and simplified 
as much as possible in the case of the small projects costing less than $5 million 

10. It is desirable that Federal participation in small irrigation projects should 
be kept within one governmental agency. The committee believes that the line 
of demarcation can well be drawn at the farmer’s headgate, where the Department 
of Interior would stop and the Department of Agriculture begin. 

11. The acreage limitation provisions of the Federal reclamation law should 
apply only where new lands are brought under irrigation. 
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12. In considering the question whether or not the proposed program should 
nationwide or should be confined to the 17 Western States, the committee 
makes no recommendation but suggests that the program could well be confined 
to the present reclamation States unless and until the needs of other States to 
participate in the program makes its extension eastward desirable or necessary. 

13. Before making any loan, the Secretary must approve project plans and 
specifications Although the committee recognizes that this is an essential re- 
quirement, it strongly recommends that, insofar as possible, the Secretary’s re- 
view authority, particularly in the case of the small project costing less than $5 
million, be generally limited to his determination that the project as designed 
and planned constitutes a reasonable risk of the Federal loan. This should apply 
not only to the overall plan but to the design standards of the several features 
thereof, which, within the limits of calculated risk, could well be below the high 
standards which the Secretary must now use for all Federal reclamation projects. 

14. Title and control of the project should remain in the local organization and 
the use of water thereon should be in conformance with State law. 

15. There is great need of expediting the processing of all reclamation projects. 
This is particularly true of the small reclamation project where the overhead costs 
and the time and money spent in processing them under present procedure, if 
adhered to under the proposed program, would largely destroy its effectiveness 

\ poll was taken of the membership of the committee and each member present 
indicated that he would make every effort to be present at the time hearings on 
the Small Projects bill and other related bills was held in Washington, D. C 
The chairman undertook the job of getting out the minutes of the meeting, in- 
cluding the several principles agreed to by the committee, at an early date and 
of sending copies to each Member. 

The meeting adjourned at 5 p. m, 


Acting Secretary. 


Chairman Miuuer. I believe we have a statement from Dan Jones, 
who is Chief of the Bureau of Irrigation, Water Power and Drainage, 
of the State of Nebraska, which I would like to have inserted in the 
record. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Without objection it is so ordered. 

The document referred to follows:) 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
Lincoln, Apri 24, 1954. 
Hon. A. L. MILuER, 
Ho ise of Re prese ntiatives, Washington, D . 

Dear CONGRESSMAN MILLER: It has come to my attention that vour H. R. 
5301 and other similar legislation is set for hearing on April 27, 1954, by the 
House Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

I regret that I shall be unable to attend the hearing to support the general 
objectives of the proposed legislation to provide interest-free money for construc- 
tion of irrigation facilities by local districts and nonreimbursable Federal contri- 
butions for flood control and other benefits resulting from such locally constructed 
projects. You are aware of the support given this proposed legislation by the 
Nebraska Reclamation Association and the Nebraska State Irrigation Association 
as evidenced by resolutions adopted by these bodies at their annual conventions 
for the past several years. 

I strongly endorse this type of enabling legislation for the reason that it should 
encourage the assumption of more responsibility locally, and result in irrigation 
development which might not be achieved under existing procedures. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dan 8S. JONEs, Jr., 
Chief, Bureau of Irrigation, Water Power and Drainage. 


Chairman Mitier. I think the record ought to show that other 
bills have been introduced before this committee and are before this 
committee, which deal with somewhat the same subject as H. R. 
5301—one introduced by Mr. Young of Nevada, one by Mr. Engle 
of California, one by Mr. Bentsen of Texas. H. R. 5301, H. R. 5510, 
H. R. 4903, H. R. 4788, H. R. 4397, H. R. 4404, H. R. 7847 are all 
somewhat related bills to the so-called small project approach to the 


\ 
f 


pence meer 





FEDERAL COOPERATION IN NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS 97 


irrigation problem. I think it might be that the committee would 
desire to have the Department of the Interior perhaps at a later date 
appear on these bills, with the understanding we might get a little 
further exploring, not only of those bills but the ones under considera- 
tion along with the proposed amendment by the National Reclamation 
Association. 

Mr. AspInaLu. Will the gentleman yield? 

Chairman Mriiter. I will yield, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Aspinau. Is it possible for us to get a Departmental report 
on a bill which we are supposed to be studying without getting a 
substitute bill? 

Chairman Mitier. That is a question. It might be partly the 
chairman of the full committee’s fault. When I sent the bill down 
I asked them to analyze it, either that or send up something they 
thought would be acceptable. Committee Print No. 20 is their 
version of the acceptable bill, which I am not sure is acceptable. As 
I said in my opening statement, I am not sure I want to claim the 
paternity of the proposed bill after several cooks had gotten through 
mixing the broth. It may be all right. It may be that we can get 
together with certain amendments that will make it acceptable. 

| think Mr. Bennett who testified earlier is nodding his head 
affirmatiely. We shall make an earnest effort along with Mr. Bliss 
and his Small Projects Committee and others who are interested in 
trying to work out amendments which would be acceptable to the 
Department and to this committee of Congress. 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Chairman, while you are doing that, would it 
be possible to have the Bureau of the Budget come in with their 
suggested bill or work with the Interior Department in working out the 
substitute bill? 

As | read this report from the Bureau of the Budget, I think they 
pretty well agree with the substitute bill, with the exception of this 
last feature in here, in which they say that the engmeering standards 
are so high it is going to do away with the small project feature. 
After all, if we are going to have the support of the Administration, 
we are going to have the support of the Budget as well. 

Mr. Aspinauu. If you will yield, I do not believe there is too much 
similarity between the two bills. 

Mr. Dawson. You are talking about 5301 and the Department bill? 

Mr. Asprnauu. No, I am talking about 5301 and the Department 
bill and what the Bureau of the Budget recommends. Well, we will 
get into that later. 

Chairman Miuuer. I thought I still had the floor. We can discuss 
that another time. We have two other witnesses. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. We have not yet heard from Mr. Whitacre and Mr. 
Jensen. 

Mr. Buiss. May I make one statement? Our committee has not 
attempted in any way to suggest the language of the amendments. 
However, we have here this morning Mr. Welsh, secretary-manager 
of the association, who is here in Washington, as you all know, and 
we would be willing and anxious to work with anyone who would 
draft amendments to this legislation. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. He will be available at any time? 

Mr. Buss. Yes. 
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Mr. Westianp. Could I ask one question here? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Westland. 

Mr. West.anp. Instead of making the Department of the Interior 
and the Bureau of Reclamation a lending agency, if they were to be 
made a loan guarantee agency instead, would it be your opinion that 
private funds might be available for these projects? 

Mr. Buss. Not with the interest, I am afraid. I am afraid the 
interest-free feature would have to be an essential feature of a good 
many of the smaller projects. 

Mr. Westianp. There would have to be interest put on, of course. 

Mr. Buiss. Jf it was handled the way you suggest? 

Mr. WesrLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Buss. Yes. I think the interest-free feature is an important 
phase of the non-Federal reclamation projects. 

Mr. WestLanp. Suppose these projects carried interest, there was 
interest that had to be repaid. In your opinion then, if this was a 
guarantee of a portion of the loan, let’s say 75 percent of the cost of 
of the project, would private funds be available? In other words, 
like FHA loans and GI loans. 

Mr. Buss. I do not believe that there would be very many that 
could qualify under such a program. 

Mr. WestLanpb. Could qualify for what—a loan? 

Mr. Buiss. A loan paying interest. 

Mr. Dawson. Could I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. It is my understanding then that the two things 
that vou are trying to acquire through this legislation are: First, free 
interest money on the irrigation features; and, second, free Govern- 
ment money on the nonreimbursable items? 

Mr. Buss. That is correct. 

Mr. Dawson. That is the principal objective of this local legis- 
lation. 

Mr. Mitier. And that conforms to present reclamation law. 

Mr. Dawson. That is correct. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Whitacre, do you have a statement you want 
to make at this point? 

Mr. Wurracre. It will be extremely brief. 

As we seem to be about the only ones present who represent non- 
reclamation projects from areas which have not received any Federal 
loans previously, I know, as a matter of fact, that many reclamation 
areas in the West have completed the initial phases of the planning 
and construction of their projects, and generally those phases were 
the ones that cost the least. In many places those projects are now 
paid for, and in the face of enlargement and betterment, they an- 
ticipate further construction for the purpose of completely utilizing 
the waters that are available in the stream systems. 

I know several instances where engineering plans are complete 
and which had anticipated private financing with interest- -paying 
money. In the last year, with the present trend in farm prices 
downward, the members of those districts feel that the time is not 
propitious to again go in debt and incur the possibility of loss of their 
properties through excessive loans. If there are any assurances 
possible that farm prices would remain at a level they have in the 
past, there would be no particular desire on their part to secure 
interest-free money. 
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| do know that in our area of the West further development of the 
projects depends upon legislation of this type. I note particularly 
in the preamble of the proposed bill it says it is to provide for Federal 
assistance in the development of similar projects by non-Federal 
organizations. It occurs to me that immediately we have to secure 
congressional authorization and approval, it is possible we may be- 
come a Federal project. For that reason we believe that at least the 
approval by the Secretary for a loan would satisfy the requirements 
of the smaller operators. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank vou, Mr. Whitacre. 

Mr. Jensen? 

Mr. Jensen. My name is Tom Jensen from Salt Lake City, secre- 
tary-manager of the Utah Water Users Association; also a member 
of the Small-Projects Committee of the National Reclamation Asso- 
ciation. 

Gentlemen, our interest in the developing of our small-projects 
legislation is certainly important to the national interest. Water, 
which is the lifeblood particularly of our Western empire, is cer- 
tainly needed. 

We feel, in representing the small project end of reclamation, that 
the little fellow is and should be given consideration along with the 
large projects. 

We feel that the small homeowners, the small farm owners are 
entitled to some assistance. In fact, if they do not get it, they will 
have to abandon their homes, as in the case I have to do recently 
because of lack of water in producing crops to keep my family settled 
on a farm. 

[ am one of those fellows that is helping to produce population for 
this Nation. I have eight sons and thev each have a sister. I only 
furnished seven sons in World War II. Those sons, their children, 
and I am interested in this, together with others, and we certainly 
are here to pray for your indulgence and your support in helping the 
little fellow to carry on, make a way of life and a livelihood on a small 
farm and under the small irrigation projects in which he is trying 
to exist. 

We certainly hope and pray that we will get the full support of 
Congress and our good Government to help the little fellow. Thank 
you. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you very much, Mr. Jensen 

Mr. Youna. I would like to ask somebody to give me a little 
more information with regard to what is available now for assistance 
either in the Department of Agriculture—principally in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture under the Water Facilities Act. There bas been 
reference to a gap here, and I would like to find out what that gap is a 
little more clearly. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would you be willing to withhold that? We have 
the Governor of Nebraska here and two other witnesses. We will 
explore it at the next session of the committee. 

Mr. Younc. That will be fine. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. It is a gap and we recognize it, and Mr. Peterson 
discussed it at length when he was here; but due to the shortage of 
time if you will withhold the question. 

Mr. Youna. Yes. 


Mr. Jensen. May I make one other statement? 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. In 1947, the State of Utah, through our water users, 
we established a State little-reclamation program, and I would like 
to leave here copies for your file for you to look over the accomplish- 
ments of that program since 1947. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We will be very glad to have them for reference. _ | 
might say that my own State has a very successful Statewide pro- 
gram 

Mr. Jensen. It certainly has and we appreciate it 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you very much, gentlemen 

We have with us here this morning Governor Crosby of Nebraska; 
Mr. H. E. Staubitz, of Kearney, Nebr., director of the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District; and Mr. J. K. McKinney, executive 
secretary of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. Would 
you three men come forward together? 

Governor, do you wish to speak first? 

Governor Crospy. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if it pleases the committee 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We welcome you here this morning. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. ROBERT B. CROSBY, GOVERNOR OF NE- 
BRASKA; E. H. STAUBITZ, DIRECTOR, NEBRASKA MID-STATE 
RECLAMATION DISTRICT; J. K. MCKINNEY, EXECUTIVE SECRE- 
TARY, NEBRASKA MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT 


Governor Crosspy. I am imposing on the time of this committee 
this week, it looks like 

1 am Governor Robert B. Crosby, of Nebraska, and I want to make 
only a few short remarks, but I am very happy to have this chance to 
do it and to be here. 

So far as the technical aspects of this legislation are concerned, | 
am going to leave that to my two colleagues 

In Nebraska we are much concerned with trying to realize a concept 
that has been of long standing in Nebraska—the idea of local and of 
locally controlled districts for the development of our resources. 
And in Nebraska our chief resource is water. We are a little dis- 
advantaged. We have no coal mines and we have no iron mines. 
We have a little bit of oil of late, but largely it is water and land. 

For over three-quarters of a century we have had a steady develop- 
ment, and it is amazing to think back on how difficult it was in the early 
days when our farmers had to do it with their own financial resources. 
It is hard to see how they managed. 

We have had development of local irrigation districts and local 
drainage districts, and now in these later vears the possibilities have 
opened up. We have a local reclamation districts organized under 
State laws, but, their problem, of course, is getting adequate finances. 
We want to work out some method, if possible, where under local 
initiative and through local districts with local control we can get 
interest-free money loans for irrigation purposes, nonreimbursable 
Federal contributions for flood control and so on, so that these State 
of Nebraska districts can go forward with the same advantages as if 
they were purely Federal creatures. I hope it can be done. I think 
it is in keeping with the concept of a great many people that have 
worked in this field and who have wanted to see a close connection 
between these developments and the local areas that are involved. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you, Governor. I can assure you that is 
the objective this committee has in mind. There are certain technical 


difficulties we are having a little trouble overcoming. 

Mr. Staubitz. 

Mr. Sraupsrrz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, time 
is running out and I am not going to be able to give you very many of 
the details of our particular project. 

I represent the Mid-State Reclamation District, an irrigation and 
conservancy district that is authorized under the laws of the State of 
Nebraska, the law sponsored by C. P. Peterson. 

I came down here to support H. R. 5301. I kind of feel we have 
had a curve pitched at us; we do not quite know for sure, in the time 
we have had, how we should explain our attitude in regard to the 
alternate bill, except we are positive the bill is inadequate for our 
needs. 

We feel that even though the amendments that have been offered 
by the small projects group, with which amendments we agree, were 
accepted the bill is still inadequate to our needs. 

We are an organization that has been supported by funds that have 
been contributed by our people, first, gratuitously, and later by tax 
levy. We have had a considerable amount of money for the survey- 
ing and preliminary engineering which is completed. 

I would like to make another point, and that is the area we are in 
is not a arid region. We do have the need of supplemental water. 
We are an area that has a considerable amount of pump irrigation. 
For that reason we need to have a safeguard of the ground water level 
through storage of the spring and winter runoffs. We also need 
flood control for the land which is presently pump irrigated and we 
propose to surface irrigate. 

We have a need in Nebraska for power, and the power that would be 
developed by our district would be sold and used in our district. 

We have a definite need for power for irrigation pumping and for 
the industrial use in our particular ares 

We have an adequate available water supply for our project and 
we have the potential power capacity for pumping needs that I just 
mentioned. We have natural sites for a reservoir sufficient in which 
to store the needs that we have for surface irrigation and for the re- 
plenishment of our ground water supply to stabilize our pump irri- 
gation. 

The preliminary engineering is completed and paid for out of our 
own funds. We are down here with some feeling of pride that we 
have been able to do that much for ourselves. We are prepared to 
submit to your committee and the Congress a feasibility report of an 
accredited reviewing engineer. 

We are prepared to finance 30 percent of our project. We are not 
disturbed at all about the 25-percent clause which is in the proposed 
policy. 

Our income will repay the cost of our project in 40 years after con- 
struction period is concluded and we are in operation. 

The thing that we are concerned about is a thing that has been 
mentioned here a number of times in this meeting. We feel that we 
want the same privileges that are enjoyed by Federal projects; that 
in order to construct our project we need the nonreimbursable con- 
tributions for the flood-control features in our project, as well as pos- 
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sibly things such as wild life and recreation and some of those other 
incidentals. 

We need interest-free money, of course, for our irrigation services. 

You will notice we are a multiple-purpose project: We have power, 
flood control, and irrigation. 

We feel that we are willing to submit to the Bureau the authority 
to review our feasibility report, using reasonable standards rather than 
some of the gold-plated standards that most of us are familiar with, 
and which in our area we feel we cannot afford. But we object to the 
decision by the Bureau as to if and when authority to appropriate 
this money shall be granted. We feel, in effect, we are competitors 
of the Bureau and we should not have been expected to refer to them 
for authority to proceed on our own in that particular field. We feel 
that we want the authority vested in Congress through this proposed 
legislation as to if and when we shall have an appropriation and the 
authority to construct—and the appropriation for our money. 

I have hurried along. Of course . no in mind that which is deep 
in our hearts in regard to what we in Nebraska are anxious to have 
accomplished. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you very much. I think your objective is 
what we are trying to reach with this bill, but I would like to suggest 
you have Dr. Miller introduce a bill for your project by itself so we 
can examine it as an individual project. If we cannot reach it with 
the overall bill, I can see no reason why we could not reach it with a 
bill with special provisions to meet your case. 

Mr. Srausirz. Of course, Mr. Chairman, we have had in mind that 
there seemed to be a policy of the administration that an overall bill 
could be written. We are not anxious that we be in an overall bill. 
1 am sure we prefer probably, if the committee is favorable, that 
approach. And Iam sure within the concept of Dr. Miller and Senator 
Butler both we do have a feasible project and will be glad to enter a 
bill, and we can probably have one ready in about a half an hour. 

Chairman Mriu.er. I think the record should show, however, that 
these folks have been trying to go ahead on their own without inter- 
ference from the Bureau of Reclamation of the Department of the 
Interior. They have sort of stayed away from that phase up to this 
time. They had hope ‘d that H. R. 5301 would be a vehicle, and so had 
I, that would make it possible for them to get nonreimbursable funds, 
since it was a reclamation project, and they would be able to proceed. 
I do not think there is any question but what they have a feasible 
irrigation area, and if they can go ahead under their own power, | 
think it is much better than trying to go through some of the red tape 
and delay you get in the Federal agency. 

Mr. Sravusirz. That is right. 

Chairman Miter. However, it is reaching a point where it may 
be impossible for you to go ahead on your own. 1 think you feel that 
the proposed bill, even with the proposed amendments by the Na- 
tional Reclamation Association, would hardly fit your case because it 
is more than a $5 million project. 

Mr. Srausirz. Oh, yes. 

Chairman Mitier. Of course, if it were possible, if you got some 
Federal legislation introduced for it, you have to become a Federal 
reclamation project. Any legislative bill will have to have the ap- 
proval of the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of the Interior, 





FEDERAL COOPERATION IN NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS 103 


the Army Engineers, and the Department of Agriculture and others, 
and that is a long, hard, tedious road, as you know. 

It may be some amendments can be worked out here, as Mr. Ben- 
nett testified for the Department, that might possibly fit your condi- 
tion there in the so-called Mid-State area. The Mid-State area is 
not and never has been recognized as a reclamation project. You 
are a conservancy district organized under the laws of the State of 
Nebraska. You are attempting to develop your own irrigation dis- 
trict without, up to this time, Federal assistance. Is that right? 

Mr. Srausirz. Dr. Miller, we have the awkward situation of being 
not considered by the small projects group as a small project, but 
recognized by the Reclamation Bureau as a small project not large 
enough for them. So we do have to fit in somewhere and there is 
another gap seemingly. There has been a gap mentioned this morning. 
We are in another one, and we need the consideration of somebody 
somewhere in getting proposed legislation. 

So it is not a matter of competition. We have not had a meet- 
ing of minds on standards, of how you appraise an available water 
supply. We have had to enlist, as you know, our State department 
and even the committee of the MBIC to intercede for us to get some of 
these things done, because we are large enough to be of interest to the 
Bureau, but we have not been able to sell them on our approach to 
our project. So if this legislation can consider our needs at the time 
of writing it, we are anxious it do that, because if we fail, to get 
something on our own, we might find we would have a vehicle in 5301. 

Chairman Mi.uer. As it was originally written it probably would 
meet your needs? 

Mr. Srausrrz. I feel that it would. 

Chairman Mixer. Of course the revision they have suggested here 
just does not meet your needs? 

Mr. Stausirz. No. 

Chairman Mituer. I recognize that, and I think the amendments 
offered by the National Reclamation Association group do not meet 
your needs. 

Mr. Stausirz. They are helpful, but they are not sufficient, Dr. 
Miller. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. McKinney, have you a statement you would 
like to make? 

Mr. McKinney. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. 

I wish to just illustrate by our project the reason for the type of 
legislation that is suggested in H. R. 5301. 

Our project is about a $42 million project, multiple purpose 
irrigation, flood control, and power. Whereas the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have proposals for our area, which is part of the Lower Platte 
River Basin investion survey, and again part of the Pick-Sloan 
picture, supposedly, that their construction estimates are approxi- 
mately 2, 3, 3% times ours, but they provide irrigation only. 

I think this committee should be aware of that comparison. 

It is because of the competitive situation there in our area that we 
are seeking a local group, asking for local ownership and control, and 
operation under this type of legislation as embodied and exemplified 
in 5301. 

I think for the benefit of the committee I will just confine my 
remarks to those. 
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Chairman Mititer. Would your group object to legislation as 
Mr. D’Ewart suggested I introduce, making it a Federal project? 
What would be the attitude of your directors? 

Mr. Stausitz. We have to know on what base, sir. 

Chairman Mriuier. Under the reclamation law. We have this one 
reclamation law, and I wondered whether you objected to coming 
under it and being formed as a reclamation district under Federal 
reclamation law. 

Mr. Stausitz. Yes, we would object. 

Chairman Miiier. You would object? 

Mr. Sravusirz. Yes. Our experience has caused us to make that 
decision. We have never closed the door, but we have hoped that the 
possibilities were that the Bureau would review our plan, and we have 
left it so they could back into us and take us in if they could accept 
our plans. ‘Their plan destroys the powerplant we had in our district, 
does not provide the flood-control feature, and we do not want their’s. 
So unless they would accept our plan and proceed along the lines that 
we know we need in our area, we would object to being a Federal 
project. 

Chairman Miuier. | think I agree with you. You probably have 
in mind—what is it, Mr. McFarland? 

Mr. McFaruanpb. The tri-dam bill. 

Mr. McKinney, I imagine, has in mind something similar to the 
tri-dam project in California, which would still be a Federal loan 
law, but covers a specific case rather than general legislation. 

Chairman Miiuier. What is the status of the tri-dam bill? 

Mr. McFaruanp. We have reports on it. No hearings have been 
scheduled. 

Chairman Mitier. We do have some reports on the bill? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McKinney. May I add a statement? 

Chairman Mri.uer. Yes 

Mr. McKinney. Our feasibility report is completed and at the 
printer’s and will be printed by the Ist of May. It is by outside 
engineers. For financing purposes it shows a $2 million average 
annual revenue over 40 years against a $42 million construction cost. 
We have a preliminary agreement with Nebraska Public Power 
System to buy all of our power. And the Army engineers after 3 
years, because of lack of money and personnel, in November, provided 
us with a flood-damage report for our area which indicated a $350,000 
annual flood damage. Assuming a 50-year period the flood loss would 
be substantial. So we believe that our project is entitled to a non- 
reimbursable contribution on that basis. We do not know how much 
yet, though; they have not told us. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Does that conclude your statement? 

Mr. McKinney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you very much. Thank you, Governor. 
I believe that concludes the witnesses this morning with the exception 
of Mr. Welsh, and you will be available any time, will you not? 

Mr. Wetsn. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I want to thank you all for being here. 

The committee will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee adjourned, 
to reconvene at the call of the Chair.) 
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MONDAY, JUNE 14, 1954 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON [IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, DC, 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Wesley A. D’Piwart 
presiding. 

Mr. D’Ewart. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will come to order for the consideration of H. R. 5301, introduced by 
the chairman, Mr. Miller, to amend and supplement the reclamation 
laws to provide for Federal cooperation in non-Federal projects, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. Miller, do you have astatement you would like to make before 
we call the first witness? 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. L. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Miuter. The present bill, committee print No. 25 of H. R. 5301 
is the result of a number of conferences between the National Kee- 
lamation Association, the Department of the Interior, our committee 
staff, and others who are interested in this type of legislation, and the 
present copy before you is a result of those conferences. 

I think the bill meets some of the objections that were formerly 
raised. There may be some additional amendments or some sugges- 
tions that you will want to adopt; but we would like to hear from the 
folks who had a hand in writing the compromise. 

(The bill referred to follows: ) 


[H. R. 5301, 88d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To supplement the Federal reclamation laws by providing for Federal cooperation in non-Federa 


projects, and for participation by non-Federal agencies in Federal projects 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the purpose of this Act is to encourage State 
and local participation in the development of projects under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws and to provide for Federal assistance in the development of similar 
projects in the seventeen western reclamation States by non-Federal organizations. 

Src. 2. As used in this Act 
(a) The term “‘construction’’ shall include rehabilitation and betterment. 
(b) The term “Federal reclamation laws” shall mean the Act of June 17, 1902 
(32 Stat. 388), and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto 

c) The term ‘“‘organization’’ shall means a State or a department, agency, o1 
political subdivision thereof or a conservancy district, irrigation district, water 
users’ association, or similar organization which has capacity to contract with 
the United States under the Federal reclamation laws 

(d) The term ‘“‘project”’ shall mean (i) any undertaking or feature or unit of 
an undertaking authorized to be constructed under the Federal reclamation laws 
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the sole or principal purpose of which is to store, divert, carry, or deliver water 
for irrigation or for domestic, industrial, or municipal use or to furnishing pumping 
energy therefor or to drain lands under or susceptible of irrigation, and (ii) any 
similar undertaking or feature or unit of an undertaking proposed to be constructed 
by an organization. 

c) The term “Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 3. Any organization desiring to avail itself of the benefits provided in this 
Act shall submit a proposal therefor to the Secretary in such form and manner 
as he shall prescribe. Each such proposal shall be accompanied by a payment of 
$1,000 to defray, in part, the cost of examining the proposal 

Sec. 4. (a) Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which 
has not theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall set forth, among other things, a plan and estimated cost in detail 
comparable to those included in preauthorization reports required for a Federat 
reclamation project; shall have been submitted for review by the States of the 
river basin in which the project is located in like manner as provided in subsection 
c), section 1, of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), except that if the 
project costs less than $5,000,000 the review may be limited to the State in which 
the project is located; and shall include a proposed allocation of capital costs to 
functions such that costs for facilities used for a single purpose shall be allocated 
to that purpose and costs for facilities used for more than one purpose shall be so 
allocated among the purposes served that each purpose will share equitably in 
the costs .of such joint facilities 

b) Every such proposal shall include a showing that the organization already 
holds or can acquire all lands and interests in land (except public and other lands 
and inte fake in land owned by the United States which are within the adminis- 
trative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) and rights 
to the use of water necessary for the successful construction, operation and 
maintenance of the project and that it is ready, able, and willing to finance 
otherwise than by loan and grant under this Act such portion of the cost of con- 
struction (which portion shall inelude all costs of acquiring lands, interests in 
land, and rights to the use of water as the Secretary shall have advised is proper 
in the circumstances: Provided, the contribution required of any applicant or- 
ganization shall not be in excess of 25 per centum of the costs of the project which, 
if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, would be properly 
allocable to reimbursable functions under general provisions of law applicable to 
such projects and, in the case of rehabilitation and betterment projects, any exist- 
ing irrigation facilities owned by the applicant organization may be pledged as all 
or part of any contribution so require od. 

c) If any project costing more than $5,000,000 is found by the Secretary 
to have engineering feasibility and to constitute a reasonable risk under the pro- 
visions of this Act and by the Secretary and the Governor of the State in which it 
is located (or an appropriate State agency designated by him) to be financially 

sible, the Secretary shall submit the same, together with his comments and 
recommendations thereon and other related documents with respect thereto, to 
the Congress for its approval. If the project costs less than $5,000,000 and is 
found by the Secretary and the Governor of the State in which it is located (or 
an appropriate State agency designated by him) to be financially feasible and 
upon determination by the Secretary that the requested project constitutes a 
reasonable risk under the provisions of this Act, the Secretary may negotiate a 
contract with the applicant organization as provided in section 5: Provided, such 
contract shall not be executed until the expiration of 60 days after it has been 
submitted to the Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. ‘The Secretary may at the time of submitting the 
proposal to Congress or, » the case of a project costing less than $5,000,000, at 
the time of his approval of the project reserve from use or disposition inimical 
to the project any lands ied interests in land owned by the United States which 
are Within his administrative jurisdiction and subject to disposition by him and 
which are required for use by the project. Any such reservation for proposals 
submitted to the Congress shall expire at the end of two years unless the Congress 
has given its approv al to the project as provided in section 5 of this Act or unless 
the reservation is at the end of such two year period, further extended by the 
Secretary for a like or shorter period. 

d) In approving projects proposed to be constructed by applicant organizations 
the Secretary shall give due consideration to financial feasibility, emergency or 
urgent need for the project, whether the proposal involves furnishing supplemental 
irrigation water for an existing irrigation project, whether the proposal involves 
rehabilitation of existing irrigation project works, and whether the proposed 
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project is primarily for irrigation or drainage. All project works and facilities 
eonstructed under this Act, except such portions that are dedicated to flood control 
or other functions which would in the case of a Federal reclamation project be 
considered nonreimbursable, shall remain under the jurisdiction and control of 
the local contracting organization subject to the terms of the repayment contract. 

Sec. 5. Upon approval by the Congress of any proposal submitted to it pursuant 
to section 4 of this Act, or in the case of any project costing less than $5,000,000, 
upon the approval of the Secretary, the Secretary may negotiate a contract with 
the organization in which shall be set out, among other things 

(a) the maximum amount of any loan to be made to the organization and 
the time and method of making the same available to the organization. Said 
loan shall not exceed the estimated cost of constructing the project which, 
if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, would be 
properly allocable to reimbursable functions under general provisions of law 
applicable to such projects; 

(b) the maximum amount of any grant to be accorded the organization 
and the time and method of paying the same to the organization. Said grant 
shall not exceed that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the project 
which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, would be 
properly allocable to nonreimbursable functions under general provisions of 
law applicable to such projects; 

(c) a plan of repayment by the organization of the sums lent to it in not 
more than fifty years from the date when the benefits of the project first 
become available and, in the case of any project involving an allocation to 
domestic, industrial, or municipal water supply, or power produced as an 
element of the project and incidental to its full development, ot interest on 
the unamortized balance of an appropriate portion of the loan at the average 
rate of interest, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, paid on the 
long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States out- 
standing at the beginning of the fiscal year preceding the date on which the 
contract is executed; 

(d) provision for operation of the project, if a grant predicated upon its 
performance of nonreimbursable functions is made, in accordance with 
regulations with respect thereto prescribed by the head of the Federal depart- 
ment or agency primarily concerned with those functions and, in the event of 
noncompliance with such regulations, for operation by the United States or 
for repayment to the United States of the amount of any such grant; and 

e) such provisions as the Secretary shall deem necessary or proper to 
provide assurance of and security for prompt repayment of the loan and 
interest as aforesaid. 

The liability of the United States under any contract entered into pursuant to this 
Act shall be contingent upon the availability of appropriations to carry out the 
same, and every such contract shall so recite. 

Sec. 6. Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which has 
theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reclamation laws 
shall be made in like manner as a proposal under section 4 of this Act, but the 
Secretary may waive such requirements of subsections (a) and (b) of that section 
as he finds to be duplicative of, or rendered unnecessary or impossible by, action 
already taken by the United States. Upon approval of any such proposal by the 
Secretary he may negotiate and execute a contract which conforms, as nearly as 
may be, to the provisions of section 5 of this Act 

Sec. 7. Upon request of an organization which has made or intends to make a 
proposal under this Act, the head of any Federal department or agency may make 
available to the organization any existent engineering, economic, or hydrologic 
information and printed material that it may have and that will be useful in con- 
nection with the planning, design, construction, or operation and maintenance of 
the project concerned. The cost of any plans, specifications, and other un- 
published material furnished by the Secretary pursuant to this section and the 
cost of making and administering any loan under this Act shall, to the extent that 
they would not be nonreimbursable in the case of a project constructed under the 
Federal reclamation laws, be treated as a loan and covered in the provisions of the 
contract entered into under section 5 of this Act unless they are otherwise paid 
for by the organization. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary is authorized to perform any and all acts and to make 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary or proper in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 
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Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act All such appropriations shall remain 
available until expended and shall, insofar as they are used to finance loans made 
inder this Act, be reimbursable in the manner hereinabove provided 

Sec. 10. This Act shall be a supplement to the Federal reclamation laws. 


Mr. D’Ewarr. We have 2 witnesses, 1 representing the National 
Reclamation Association and 1, the legislative counsel of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior 

Mr. Miuuer. I also have a letter from the National Reclamation 
Association from which I would like to read one paragraph and then, 
if permissible, have the whole letter made a part of the record. This 
is on the original bill before it was fully amended, which is about the 
same as the bill we have before us. The one paragraph which I desire 
to read says: 

We believe that legislation along these lines, if enacted into law, may well be 
acclaimed by future generations as the greatest legislative act for the West since 
the passage of the National Reclamation Act in 1902 It would permit the 
accomplishment of many things which we all desire—policies which have been 
strongly endorsed by President Eisenhower and for many years supported by the 
National Reclamation Association and its members throughout the entire West 
It would, in the case of many projects in every State in the western half of the 
United States, bring reclamation down to the grassroots. It would encourage 
greater and more active participation by the local people. It would provide the 
greatest opportunity yet proposed for cooperation and partnership by the people 
of the various localities and the Federal Government. 


Without objection, I would like to insert the complete letter into 
the record, as well as 2 telegrams from California, 1 from the executive 
secretary of the Irrigation Districts Association of California, and 1 
from Hemet, Calif., which states that they endorse the legislation. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Without objection, the letter and telegrams will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Mituer. I would also like to include a letter from the American 
Farm Bureau, which should be made a part of the record. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Without objection, the letter from the San Luis 
Water District of June 9, and the Farm Bureau’s letter of June 3 will! 
be made a part of the record at this point. 

Also a letter from Howard Stoddard who previously testified before 
the committee, and a letter from the Solano Irrigation District. 

(The matters above referred to are as follows:) 

NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 4, D. C., May 31, 1954 
Hon. A. L. MILueEr, 
Chairman, House Interror and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar CONGRESSMAN MILLER: Enclosed is a copy of the Interior Department 
substitute bill for your bill, H. R. 5301, with amendments suggested by the Na- 
tional Reclamation Association. In the typewritten bill which we have repro- 
duced we have followed what I believe is the custom in the committee of striking 
a line through the words which we suggest be deleted and have underscored the 
words which we would add to the bill 

Attached to the bill is a list of suggested principles recommended by our small 
projects committee to be added to the substitute bill as amendments. This is 
what we have endeavored to do with our suggested amendments: 

Preference clause-—We are not recommending any so-called preference clause 
provision regarding preference rights to power. We consider it is entirely un- 
necessary in view of the fact that the local contracting agency, which must qualify 
under Federal reclamation law to enter into a contract under the provisions of this 


bill, is by law a public agency and therefore a so-called preference customer. To 
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include the so-called preference clause in this bill would be superfluous and 
necessary if not ridiculous 

Land limitations.—There is no provision in the bill for land limitatior The 
National Reclamation Association has never recommended the repeal of the excess 
land provision of the Federal Reclamation Law, but we have consistently, ove 
a period of years, urged that it be reviewed and modified to meet conditions exist 
ing today. With respect to this bill, in my opinion, a very large proportion of the 
projects which will apply for loans will be for supplemental water, rehabilitatior 
and improvements generally, upon existing projects. These will include, large 
lands which have been farmed and under private ownership for three-quarters of a 
century or more. There should be, in our opinion, considerable differentiation 
between such projects and projects which bring new, desert, public lands under 
irrigation. In any event, if it is the opinion of the committee that there should br 
some provision in this bill with respect to land limitations, then we would urge that 
it be flexible. The extent of the application of the land-limitation provisions of 
the reclamation law should be determined separately for each project and in 
making such determination, there are a great many factors which should be take 
into consideration, not the least of which is the tremendous change in farming 
operations—from horse and buggy to the most highly mechanized—since the en 
actment of the Federal reclamation law 

We of the National Reclamation Association are very appreciative indeed of the 
efforts put forth by you as chairman of this committee and other members of the 
committee who have sponsored legislation designed to accomplish the objectives 
sought in this bill. 

We believe that legislation along these lines, if enacted into law, may well be 
acclaimed by future generations as the greatest legislative act for the West since 
the passage of the National Reclamation Act in 1902. It would permit the accom- 
plishment of many things which we all desire—policies which have been strongly 
endorsed by President Eisenhower and for many years supported by the National 








Reclamation Association and its members throughout the entire West. It would, 
in the case of many projects in every State ia the western half of the United States, 
bring reclamation down to the grassroots It would encourage greater and more 


active participation by the local people. It would provide the greatest opportun- 
itv yet proposed for cooperation and partnership by the people of the various locali- 
ties and the Federal Government. That is democracy at its best. 

Realizing that you and the members of your committee have not only shown a 
very keen interest but in many instances have taken the initiative in furthering 
these objectives, we are looking forward very hopefully to the enactment of legis- 
lation along the lines proposed herein. 

Thanking you and the members of your committee for your splendid coopera- 
tion and assistance, I am 

Sincerely, 
Wituram E. Weusu, Secretary-Manager. 


SAN Francisco, Cauir., June 11, 194 


Hon. A. L. MILER, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Washington, mC 
The Irrigation Districts Association of California approves the principle of and 
urges prompt passage for H. R. 5301 as we understand the draft of that bill dated 
June 4, 1954 We emphatically need this act to permit some Federal help par- 
ticularly in newly formed districts where financing is difficult because the land does 


not have the productive capacity it will have when irrigated. Established 
districts need this act to rehabilitate systems or develop additional water supplies 
where such word is impossible to finance otherwise because of high costs. It is 


very important that the local district do all it can toward financing a proposed 
project and ask for the least Federal aid possible. Federal domination should be 
absent or at a minimum under such circumstances. The resolution of the Irriga- 
tion Districts Association of California on Federal financial assistance for local 
conservation projects adopted March 26, 1954, copies of which were forwarded to 
vou, is reaffirmed. 
Rosertr T. DurBrow, 
Executive Secretary, I gation Districts Association of California. 


46790—54 Ss 
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Hemet, Cauir., June 12, 1954 
Hon, A. L. MILLER, 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. ¢ 

The Fastern Municipal Water District of Riverside County, Calif., including 
within its boundaries some 125,000 acres of agricultural land endorses H. R. 5301 
in its latest revised form and urges its enactment into law this session of Congress 
this matter is of utmost importance to this district 

\pproximately two-thirds of the land of our district is irrigated land supplied 
with water from individual farm wells which have been suffering severely from a 
prolonged overdraft to the extent of restricting the acreage of irrigated agriculture 
and rapidly threatening severe economic losses. 

To meet this emergency the Eastern Municipal Water District was formed 
joined the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California to become eligible 
to use Colorado River water. Voted general obligation bonds in the amount 
of $4,300,000 and sold them at 4% percent interest and have now built major 
supply line to the nearest 4 or 5 miles of all areas within the district. 

The second phase of the project consists of financing and constructing dis- 
tribution lines to supply the individual farms. To accomplish this purpose our 
voters have authorized improvement district bond issues. However, experience 
has shown us that bonds in such amounts as are required for these undertakings 
are not saleable within the legal maximum interest rates allowed. Although it 
can be readily shown that the projects are economically feasible and sound and 
can easily repay the investment under favorable financing, as would be provided 
in H. R. 5301. 

Accordingly, it is apparent that if the Eastern Municipal Water District is to 
avoid serious economic losses and is to fulfill its purpose, it must look to immediate 
Federal assistance to assure financing. 

The district concurs with the principle of local participation as provided in 
vour bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
InwiIn E. Farrar, 
President of the Board of Directors, 
Eastern Muni ipal Water District 


San Luis Water District, 
Los Banos, Calif., June 9, 1954 
Hon. A. L. MILuEr, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, fC. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN MILLER: It has come to the attention of this district that 
vour committee plans to resume hearings on your bill, H. R. 5301, as amended, to 
conform with wording recommended by the Department of the Interior with 
proposed additional amendments, on June 14. This district faces problems in 
the construction of distribution facilities. Being within the Central Valley proj- 
ect, it would be possible to arrange for the construction to be done under the super- 
vision of the Bureau of Reclamation. However, we are sure that construction of 
the facilities under local supervision would result in very substantial savings to 
the water users, provided that the same type of financing were available as is 
now available for Bureau construction. Testimony to that effect has been 
presented before your committee 

Your bill, H. R. 5301, as amended, apparently would make possible a very 
favorable solution to our distribution system problems. We do, however, wish 
to make one suggestion Under section 4 (b) the bill provides for local contri- 
bution in amounts not to exceed 25 percent of the costs of the project. It seems 
entirely reasonable that the local agency should be required to secure rizhts-of- 
way and rights to the use of water as its contribution to the project. However, 
it would appear more equitable, in the case of distribution systems that are al- 
ready authorized and where no contribution would be required in case the works 
were constructed by the Bureau, that no contribution other than rights-of-way 
and rights to the use of water should be required. 

According to this provision of the bill the Secretary of the Interior could limit 
the contribution to rights-of-way and rights to the use of water, but it would 
allow him to require the full 25 percent at his discretion. A 25 percent contri- 
bution generally would require the sale of bonds. The preparation of all of the 
material necessary to prepare and issue bonds covering 25 percent of the cost 
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would virtually equal the preparation necessary for a bond issue covering 100 
percent of the cost. These costs, along with the interest component, are the 
costs that we have been trying to eliminate by securing the enactment of this 
proposed legislation. 

We would like you to consider the elimination of the requirement for contri- 
butions by local agencies other than acquisition of rights-of-way and rights to 
the use of water in the case of the construction of distribution works that are 
authorized at this time 

As is the case in a number of other districts in the Central Valley of California 
there is a very urgent need for early enactment of this legislation. We appreciate 
very much your cooperation and the great amount of effort that has been expended 
in bringing the legislation to its present stage 

Very truly yours, 
Cras. KaALJtan, President 


AMERICAN Farm Bureau FEDERATION, 
Washin jion, dD. ¢ : June 3, 1954. 
Hon. Witiram H. Harrison, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C 


Dear Mr. Harrison: Committee Print 20, incorporating recommendations of 
the Department of the Interior with respect to H. R. 5301, represents, in our 
opinion, a well-developed consideration of the issues and problems involved. 
The American Farm Rureeu Federation believes and recommends, however, that 
certain modifications in the draft of the proposed bill submitted by the Depart- 
ment be considered. We have set forth below our viewpoints in this connection. 

Engineering design.—The proposed bill provides that the standards of engineer- 
ing design shall be comparable with those used under existing reclametion law, 
It is our conviction that many projects approved by the Bureau of Reclamation 
are overdesigned. Many private engineering concerns express the opinion that 
approximately one-third of the costs of many Bureau-designed projects could be 
eliminated without affecting the engineering soundness of the project or its suit 
ability for the intended purpose. We feel that one of the advantages of the type 
of legislation under consideration is that the local organization may be given more 
jurisdiction with respect to the design and construction of projects, and may be 
able to avoid excessive and unnecessary costs. We therefore believe that language 
should be incorporated into the bill providing that engineering plans shall be sup- 
plied by the local organization in accordance with acceptable engineering stand 
ards. The Bureau must necessarily have authority to approve or disapprove 
engineering plans. However, the Bureau should not be in a position to insist on 
design in accordance with its present uneconomic standards. It would appear to 
us that language should be included to provide that, if the design has been de- 
veloped and approved by responsible engineering authorities and is in accordance 
with practice generally followed in the profession, it shall be accepted by the 
Secretary. 

Incidental power.—The proposed bill provides that grants or loans should be 
made only with respect to those projects, the ‘‘sole or principal’ purpose of which 
is for the storage and distribution of water. While possibly this might be broadly 
interpreted, it appears to us that the restriction is too narrow We are not 
suggesting that loans and grants be made where a major purpose of the project is 
the development of power. However, a great many irrigation projects necessarily 
involve the incidental development of power and power revenue and the inelusion 
of the power features in the project is necessary for economic development of the 
resource. In many such instances the private financing of the incidental power 
features of the multiple-purpose project may be impractical. In such cases we 
see no reason why the local organization should not be able to borrow money 
under the provisions of the bill. 

Geographic application.—The language of some portions of the bill might be 
interpreted as meaning the bill would be applicable in all areas. The fact that the 
bill is called a supplement to reclamation law, however, might be interpreted as 
meaning that it is applicable only in the 17 Western States. We very strongly 
favor application of the proposed bill to all 48 States. With the increased interest 
in irrigation developing in other areas, and the demonstrated economic feasibility 
of irrigation farming even in relatively humid areas, we do not see how the present 
restriction to the 17 Western States can be longer justified. We urge that the 
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language of the bill be revised to very definitely indicate its applicability to all 
areas 

Title H. R. 5301 originally provided that ‘‘title to the project or projects con- 
struc irsuant to this section shall at all times be in the contracting organiza- 
tion, its suecessor or successors.’’ Although this principle appears to be implied 
in the revised draft it is not definitely stated. In order to remove any doubt in 
this connection we re commend retention of the language of the original bill. 

Wate ghts H. R. 5301 specifically provided that “rights to the use of water 
delivered to distribution works constructed pursuant to the provisions of this sec- 
tion shall be appurtenant to the land * * *.”’ The revised bill contains no such 
language It is appreciated that there may be no question with respect to the 
applicability of State water law with respect to a project that is constructed by a 
local organization with Federal financing. Nevertheless, in order that there may 


be no question on this point it would seem to us to be desirable that the bill include 
language affirming the principle of appurtenance in accordance with the State law 
of the State in which the project is located 

Agricultural feasibility It is our belief that the bill should provide for a 
recommendation with respect to agricultural feasibility by the State college of 
agriculture and/or the United States Department of Agriculture. This phase 
of irrigation has been rather seriously neglected in the consideration of many 
projects in the past. State agricultural colleges have not been consulted in this 
connection, or have been consulted only casually. It is our belief that if the 
procedure provided for a study of agricultural feasibility by the college of agri- 
culture (or in the case of interstate projects, by the U. 8. Department of Agricul- 
ture and the agricultural colleges on a cooperative basis) that we could avoid 
the initiation of projects that are not likely to pay out 

Small projects.—In his report Secretary McKay suggests that the Department 
will be glad to work with the committee in drafting appropriate provisions for 
| projects. It seems to us that if the provision relative to engineering stand 
ards is revised as indicated above that the bill in its present form is suitable for 
small projects. But in any event we believe that any revisions determined to be 
desirable to further small project development should be incorporated so that 
the bill will be in shape to progress legislatively. 

Definition of organizatio1 If, as we recommend, the proposed program is to 
be available in all States there will be a very much larger number of cases in 
which projects, even relatively small projects, will cover land located in two 
States We therefore recommend that the definition of organization be expanded 
to include “agencies or organizations created or authorized by interstate 
compact.” 

Although we have made a number of suggestions for revision of the bill as 
submitted by the Department, we would like to say that the general objectives 
of the Department’s bill and of H. R. 5301 in its original form, represent, in our 
opinion, an extremely desirable development of national policy in this field. 
We have been hopeful that the committee might proceed with legislative action 
in this Congress However, even if this is not accomplished it would be ex- 
tremely helpful if the thinking of the committee were to be incorporated in a 
draft of a bill which could be studied between now and next year by the organi- 
that have an interest in the issues involved. 

Very sincerely, 


zations 


Marr TriaGs, 
Assistant Legislative Director. 


STODDARD & KARRER, 
Los Banos, Ca te June 9, 1954 
Mr. Stpney L. McFaRLanp, 
Consulting Enaginee r, Committee on Interior and Insular A ffairs, 
House of Re presentalives, a] ashington, ae 

DEAR Sip: I have received vour letter of June 5. 1954. with a copy of H. R 
5301, as amended to conform with wording recommended by the Department of 
the Interior with proposed additional amendments as shown. As a whole the 
proposed bill seems to be in a very acceptable form with one possible exception 

As I pointed out in testimony before Dr. Miller’s committee in June of 1953 
and February of 1954, on behalf of the Solano Irrigation District and the Friant 
Water Users Association consisting of some 12 districts under the Central Valley 
project, these districts are seeking a better way to build and finance distribution 
systems that have been authorized for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation 
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with Federal interest-free financing The method that they advocate is the cor 


struction of the systems under local s ipervision with the same type « f financing 
as is presently available to the Bureau Under the Bureau program there is no 
requirement for a financial contribution by the local agency whatsoever Section 


t (b) of H. R. 5301, as amended, provides for financial contribution by the local 
agency in amounts not to exceed 25 percent of the cost 

It appears reasonable to require the acquisition of rights-of-way and rights to 
the use of water as a contribution by the local ageney: however, the requirement 
of a possible contribution amounting to 25 percent of the total cost probably 
would require the sale of bonds and added costs incident to such sale would result 
These costs, as a matter of fact, would be as great as if bonds for 100 percent of 


the cost were sold Thus, a part of the saving that we have desired to make under 
the proposed legislation would be lost. In addition, of course, interest charges 
on 25 percent of the cost would be required. I respectfully suggest that some con 


sideration be given in the final bill limiting the requirement for contribution by 
the local agency in the case of already authorized distribution systems to the 
acquisition of rights-of-way and the rights to the use of water 

It is very gratifying that this complicated problem has been worked out to the 
‘xtent that a generally acceptable bill has been prepared. Needless to say, the 
districts that we represent are most anxious that this legislation be enacted dur- 
ing this session of Congress so they can start building the distribution works 


STroppARD & KARRER, 


HowaARD STODDARD 


SoLANO IRRIGATION District, 
Suisun, June 10, 196 
Dr. A. L. MILier, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insula 1 fia 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. ~ 
Dy AR SIR: W ith reference to he arings to be held under date of J ine 14 1954, 
on bills H. R. 53801 or H. R. 4397, to provide for Federal financing of irrigation 


distribution systems to be privately constructed by the irrigation district t is 
our understanding that an amendment has been proposed under the provisions of 
which the irrigation districts would assume up to 25 percent of such appropriation 


To do this would entail upon the irrigation districts 
local bond issue, resulting in a greatly added cost to the districts 
We would, therefore, greatly prefer that the said proposed anendment be not 
adopted, and we respectfully request voutr influence be exerted toward rejection 
of the said proposed amendment 
Yours very sincerely, 


the necessity of floating a 


0. D. LAMBERT, Secreta 


Mr. D’Ewarr. We will now hear Mr. John Bliss representing the 
National Reclamation Association, accompanied by Mr. Welsh 
Will you identify yourselves for the record? 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN BLISS, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION; WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY- 
MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C.; ELMER BENNETT, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Buss. I am John Bliss. I am engineer for the Interstate 
Stream Commission of New Mexico, and chairman of the small 
projects committee of the National Reclamation Association. 

Mr. We.tsu. My name is William E. Welsh; | am secretary- 
manager of the National Reclamation Association, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Buiss. Mr. Chairman, I have a short prepared statement which 
I would like to submit to the reporter for insertion in the record. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Without objection, the prepared statement will be 
made a part of the record and you may brief it. 
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The statement above referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. Butss on H. R. 5301 To ProvipE ror FEDERAI 
COOPERATION IN NON-FEDERAL RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


My name is John H. Bliss. I am engineer of the Interstate Stream Commission 
of New Mexico and chairman of the small reclamation projects committee of the 
National Reclamation Association 

For many years the National Reclamation Association has felt the need for 
legislation which will aid the development of reclamation projects which are too 
small in size to receive adequate consideration and to be economically processed 
under present reclamation laws and procedure. Since 1950, the small projects 
committee and other committees have been working actively on this problem. 
In considering the problem it quickly became evident that the planning, con- 
struction, and operation of small reclamation projects was properly a function of 
State or local agencies with suitable financial assistance from the Federal Govern- 
ment in the form of interest free loans. 

In the last year or so, thinking along this line has expanded. It now appears 
advantageous and desirable that local cooperation in reclamation projects should 
not be limited by project size but should be extended to the entire reclamation 
field. H. R. 5301 and related bills have been introduced to accomplish this pur- 
pose. It is my understanding that these bills have received the consideration of 
both the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget and that the 
draft under consideration at this hearing, H. R. 5301, Committee Print No. 25, 
has received the approval of those agencies excepting for certain amendments 
which have been proposed by the National Reclamation Association Committee 

The Bureau of the Budget pointed out, and the Bureau of Reclamation readily 
admitted, that the draft of H. R. 5301 prepared by the Department of the Interior 
made no provision for small project Our committee feels that it would be very 
unfortunate and that much time and effort of our association would be lost if the 
bill were not amended to provide an adequate vehicle for the processing of small 
reclamation projects 





\t the April 27, 1954, hearings on the bill, our committee advanced six principles 
which it felt were necessary to protect the small-projects phase of the program. In 
cooperation with William E. Welsh, secretary-manager of the National Reclama- 
tion Association, vour staff has incorporated these principles into those amend- 
ments to the bill found in Committee Print No. 25 now before you. 

The purpose of these amendments is to simplify and expedite the processing of 
small projects—those costing less than $5 million. This limit, which is somewhat 
larger than the one originally proposed by the small projects committee, is one, 

peel adopt d previously by your own committee It is 
a reasonable figure below which, under present law and procedure, processing, 
time and costs tend to become excessive and burdensome 

The amendments provide for secretarial authorization of small projects with 
certain restrictions; for a simplified reporting and processing procedure prior to 
secretarial authorization; for a required local contribution of not to exceed 25 
percent of the reimbursable costs of the project, which contribution in the case 
of rehabilitation and betterment projects may be met by a pledge of existing irri- 
gation facilities; and for local jurisdiction and control of all works and facilities 
excepting those dedicated to flood control or other nonreimbursable features. 
Local contributions in excess of 25 percent should, of course, be encouraged in all 
cases where the local organization can afford it, but such increased payments 
should not be used by the Secretary as a basis of priority in the approval of projects. 

It. is essential that procedures be simplified and that the processing time of small 
projects be greatly reduced if this phase of the program is to be effective. Also 
it is hoped that the high design standards of the Bureau of Reclamation can be 
relaxed in the case of the smaller projects where life and property are not thereby 
threatened. Our committee recognizes that some of these things cannot be 
incorporated in the bill but must depend upon a realistic, sympathetic considera- 
tion by the Secretary and the Bureau of Reclamation in passing upon these 
projects, recognizing that in the final analysis, the Federal Government is con- 
cerned primarily with the reasonable risk of the Federal loan. 

The bill now being considered does, I believe, cover in excellent fashion the 
principles advocated by the National Reclamation Association. It is, I believe, 
directly in line with those policies which have been strongly endorsed by President 
Eisenhower. It is my sincere hope that the bill substantially in its present form 
can be enacted soon into law. 


I am informed, whicl 
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May I again thank you for this opportunity to appear before your committee 
in behalf of this important legislation. 

Mr. Buss. The National Reclamation Association has been behind 
this legislation for a good many years. As you know, the small proj- 
ects phase of the problem has been one which has concerned the asso- 
ciation for a good many years and we ‘ls ave been working actively on 
it since about 1950. 

The association president appointed the small projects committee 
and our original assignment was to deal, of course, with those projects 
which under present law and procedure were too small to be economi- 
cally handled by Reclamation 

In the last year or so that program has expanded, the concept has 
expanded to the point where it seems desirable and necessary that the 
local organizations get into the reclamation program as much as vet 
sible to the maximum, and that is the purpose of Dr. Miller’s bill 
and a number of other bills, and the present bill, as I understand it, 
is a culmination of several suggestions. 

I received a copy of Committee Print No. 25 a few days ago, have 
gone over it personally and went over it with Mr. Welsh vesterday 
and it seems to cover in excellent fashion the several suggestions sub- 
mitted by the small projects committee at the hearing which was held 
in April. I believe in its present form it covers the small projects phase 
of the program which was pretty much left out of the picture in the 
committee print which was presented at that time, Committee Print 
No. 20 or 21, | believe it was. 

I have no specific suggestions to make to the bill. There are 2 or 3 
questions which might be raised. At the bottom of page 1, for ex- 
ample, it says, “In the 17 western reclamation States.” I see no 
serious objection to that, but the National Reclamation Association 
itself has apparently taken at least two different stands on the situa- 
tion. I do not know whether the association as a whole feels that the 
program should be confined to the West, or whether it should be 
applicable to the entire country; but I certainly would have no objec- 
tion to the bill in its present form. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. In that connection, reclamation funds, that is a 
percentage of funds from public lands, would be used for these small 
projects, would they not? 

Mr. Buss. That is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It has been the thinking of a good many member 
on this committee that money should be available to the western 
public land States and, if money from the reclamation fund is going 
to be used for these projects, we think at least the fund from the 
Western States, which was definitely set up for the benefit of those 
States only, should be used in that area. 

Mr. Buss. The association I am sure would take no exception to 
that position. There was a suggestion of a possible amendment on 
page 5 in section 4 (c), which provides for secretarial authorization. 
As now written, it provides for secretarial authorization: 
provided, such a contract shall not be executed until the expiration of 60 days 
after it has been submitted to the committees of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives on interior and insular affairs. 

I realize that 60 days is a comparatively short time in the processing 
of any project through Congress and the question was raised whether 
or not that might not be simplified if the 2 committees, or the chair- 
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men of the 2 committees, took affirmative action to speed up what 
might be an emergency project, or one which had no controversy. 

| understand there is some possible objection to putting in any 
wording which would require affirmative action, or any action, by 
the two committees. If, however, the wording could be added which 
would permit the speeding up of that period, it would be desirable. 

Mr. Asprvauu. Before we leave that, I would like to ask Mr. Bliss 
definitely, is it the opinion of the national association that the Secre- 
tary shall be given this authority of authorization without receiving 
from Congress an affirmative approval either by original action or 
later approval? 

Mr. Buiss. It is my understanding, Mr. Aspinall, that they did 
approve the principle that small projects need not receive congressional 
authorization. I think I am correct in that. Mr. Welsh can tell 
me if lam wrong. That is true, is it not? 

Mr. Wetsu. At the last meeting of the association we adopted 
resolution opposing secretarial authorization; but the members of the 
resolutions committee, in discussing that resolution, stated to me 
it was not their intention to make that principle apply to small 
projects and they were ready to go along with a policy somewhat in 
line with the policy approved by this committee of the House with 
respect to H. R. 4551, which exempted projects costing less than $5 
million. 

Mr. Asprnauu. What is to be gained in the long run by giving that 
authority to the Secretary, rather than by continuing the authority 
in the hands of Congress? 

Mr. Burss. It is an attempt, if you please, to make the small- 
projects program fit in with this larger program. It is going to be very 
difficult and expensive and our committee has felt it would unneces- 
sarily slow up the program to the point where it would become rela- 
tively ineffective if small projects had to receive individual congres- 
sional ne 

Mr. Asprnauu. Has it been the history of reclamation projects in 
the past t that it has been any more difficult or any more time consuming 
to have the projects authorized by bringing them to Congress, rather 
than by secretarial authorization alone? 

Mr. Buss. I might answer that in this way, that hundreds of small 
projects which presumably will be or could be processed under this 
new program have not even received considerationn because of the 
time-consuming factor present in the reclamation law. I can conceive 
of a good many of those projects to be no more than a few hundred 
eon ind dolars in cost, and the processing of those under present law 
and procedure would be extremely expensive. As a matter of fact, 
| would quote the Maher project in our State, which is a small project 
of less than $3 million, as I recall, in which the overhead cost was 
about one-third of the cost of the project. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I appreciate that, but it did not take very long after 
you presented it to Congress for Congress to authorize it. 

Mr. Buss. I think it took quite a while. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I beg pardon; I was here when it passed, and it did 
not take very long, and the expenses that were incurred were incurred 
by the Bureau itself in bringing it up. 

Now, it just comes down to this, that to place this power in the 
hands of the Secretary violates the principle which is usually followed 
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relative to the expenditure of public funds, and my question is, Are 
the advantages to be gained with respect to that violation sufficient 
to warrant it? I know we do it all the time in the other departments, 
and | am just trying to find out whether or not in the light of the 
resolution that you did pass at vour last meeting on small projects, 
if the violation of even vour resolution is to be desired. 

Mr. Ener. The plain fact is that this bill, as drafted, squarely 
contradicts the set policy of the National Reclamation Association, 

Mr. AspinaLu. That is right. 

Mr. Ener. No. 1, because it puts the power of authorization in the 
Secretary of the Interior without any power in Congress to stop it 
except to pass 4 bill; No. 2, because this bil] does not relate to small 
projects sncheediy, It does relate to small projects, but, as it is 
currently drafted, you could buil 1 the F rvingpan-Arkansas projec t: 
vou could build portions of the upper ¢ ‘olorado Basin ne vou 
could build the Trinity River project; you could have built, for in- 
stance, the Central Valley project under this bill as drafted, and the 
Secretary could commit the Federal Government for any amount of 
money up to a billion dollars. 

Mr. Mituier. No; that is precisely what it does not do. It relates 
to projects costing under $5 million. 

Mr. Enaur. With reference to projects under $5 million, it pro- 
vides that the procedure shall be somewhat simple; for instance, 
instead of submitting projects to all the States of the river basin they 
will only have to be submitted to those in which the project itself 
appears, rather than to comply fully with the provisions of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. 

It seems to me, Mr. Bliss, that Mr. Aspinall has a point, namely, 
that approval by vour organization of this legislation squarely con- 
tradicts the express policy of the National Reclamation Association. 
Now how do you answer that? 

Mr. Butss. Our committee was questioned at the time the resolu- 
tion, which you mention, was being considered, and it was my under- 
standing—I do not know just exactly what form the resolution took 
that there was no objection on the part of the resolutions committee 
or of the organization itself to secretarial authorization of small 
projects. 

Mr. Enaur. This does not apply to small projects exclusively. 

Mr. Buss. I believe it does. The secretarial authorization applie . 
only to projects costing less than $5 million; otherwise, any project 
costing over that has to receive congressional approval. 

Mr. Eneie. Will you show me where the bill says that? 

Mr. Buss. Yes. 

Mr. WestTLAND. On page 5, paragraph (c), that certainly sounds 
like limiting phraseology—if it costs more than $5 million, it has to 
be submitted to Congress for its approval which I think would imply 
at least if there was disapproval it could not be built. 

Mr. D’Ewart. At the top of page 5 it says “If the project costs 
less than $5 million.” 

Mr. Miuuer. Page 5, line 3, says “If the project costs less than 
$5 million.”” I think the safeguards are pretty well spelled out. 

Mr. Eneoue. Let us write the word “authorization” in place of the 
word “approval.”’ 

Mr. WestLanp. That might be a better word. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. In the third line on page 5. 

Mr. Mituer. I think the word “approval” might pretty well be 
stricken and write in ‘‘authorization.’ 

Mr. Eneve. It stands as a plain resolution by this committee, 
rather than an actual authorization. 

Mir. Mituer. May I ask this question? Mr. Bliss, in your opinion, 
does this simplify reporting procedure that is required in the 1944 
Flood Control Act in the case of projects costing less than $5 million. 
Does it cut some of the redtape that you presently have? 

Mr. Butss. Yes, it does, Dr. Miller; very much so, I feel. The 
only neeennenen in projects costing less than $5 million would be 
that they be cleared with the local State or States in which the 
project lies 

Mr. Mitier. Would you further say when those projects are 
designed that the local people may well have more to say about the 
designing. Perhaps we would have a little less gingerbreading in 
them, and they might be somewhat below the standard ordinarily 
used by the Reclamation Bureau? 

Mr. Buss. We hope that would be the case. Line 20 on page 4 
reads “If any project costing more than $5 million is found by the 
Secretary to have engineering feasibility and to constitute a reasonable 
risk under the provisions of this act,’’ and that is repeated on page 5 
about line 7 as applying to small projects. In other words, the Secre- 
tary’s chief concern in permitting those projects would be to see that 
the Federal lands are protected and he would not be concerned with 
the design standards. 

Mr. Mitter. So many, many times projects are planned and 
studied to death. People are continually studying them, reviewing 
them, and the costs are charged up against the project to the point 
that sometimes they just are not feasible because of so much planning 
and reviewing at the Federal level. 

If | understand it, the local people in the district also have to put 
up a sum of money, a thousand dollars or so, to make the necessary 
plans, as part of their contribution. 

Mr. Buss. Yes. They have to submit with their application a 
check for $1,000 to cover the review of the project. 

Mr. Mitter. What do we do about power projects; do we go on 
the theory, on page 2, lines 7 and 8, that the term “organization” 
means a State or some political subdivision and it is not necessary to 
spell out any power that might be developed in a small project? 

Mr. Buss. I think so. Would you ask that question again? 

Mr. Mituer. I was asking about power. 1 presume in some of 
those projects some power will be developed and in looking it over 
do not seem to locate any section on what happens in the case of ¢ 
power development. I presume lines 7 and 8 on page 2 specific ally 
spell out what the term “organization”? means—‘‘a State or a depart- 
ment, agency, or political subdivision thereof or a conservancy dis- 
trict’ and so forth, 1 suppose that is the reason, that if any power 
was developed, it would have to be developed by a political sub- 
division. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The bill which Mr. Bliss and his committee proposed 
has a provision for that in their proposed section (d) which has been 
left out of the bill before us. In line 17 on page 2 they propose the 
following: ‘‘All power produced as an element of the project and in- 
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cidental to its proposed development, or’? and I was wondering why 
that has not been placed in this bill along with the other sections. 

Mr. Mitier. May I ask the irrigation consultant about that? 

Mr. McFartanp. The reason that wording was left out was that 
= ns cts would be for the principal purposes of irrigation, drainage, 
or a purpose related thereto and reference to power as an incidental 
met in the definition - project was not considered necessary. 

On page 8, line 3, Mr. Aspinall, power is mentioned as an ine idental 
purpose. The reason it was left out in the beginning was to get in the 
idea that power was not one of the primary purposes, but could only 
be included as an incidental purpose. 

Mr. Mitier. Would that also be true of a municipal water supply? 

Mr. McFartanp. Municipal water is included among the primary 
purposes in this legislation. 

Mr. Enaue. I cannot figure out what this bill really does. You 
state it is the intention of the bill according to the language at the 
bottom of page 4 and the top of page 5 to require congressional au- 
thorization of projects over $5 million. If that is the case, and in 
any case, the project has to go through the procedure of eengressional 
authorization, including the introduction of the bill, hearing, passage 
by both Houses of Congress and signature of the President—if that 
is true, what does this bill do that is not now in the reclamation law? 

Mr. Buss. It provides that the project submitted may be planned, 
designed, constructed and operated by the local agency, which is not 
now the situation in the reclamation law. It is completely revolu- 
tionary, I would say, and a substantive change in the reclamation law. 

Mr. Enaue. That is exactly what I am driving at. I want to know 
just what parts of the reclamation law are taken out. 

As I understand, the Bureau of Reclamation will no longer be the 
construction agency. That is No. 1. Further, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation shall no longer do the planning; that is No. 2. Further than 
that, I assume certain features of the reclamation law will no longer 
apply. That is No. 3. I assume that this 160-acre limitation may 
not apply and the pertinent clauses of the reclamation law relating 
to the distribution of power would not apply, and that is No. 4. 
Are those four things correct? 

Mr. Buss. Yes; I think that is correct. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I think it would be a good idea if Mr. Bennett 
would come up and answer some questions now. 

Mr. Enaue. In other words, it boils down to this, does it not, that 
the Federal Treasury will put up the cash on precisely the same basis 
as it now does under the reclamation law, except that the Bureau of 
Reclamation will not plan the projects, will not build the projects, 
will not operate the projects, and the projects will be operated free and 
clear of all of the traditional and half-century-old restrictions of the 
reclamation law which have been regarded for half a century as the 
normal commitment on the receipt of interest-free money from the 
Federal Government. Is that true? 

Mr. BENNETT. I would say it is true with one exception, that there 
is a substantial difference here in that on all Federal projects the 
Federal Government makes a 100-percent loan of the money, and in 
these projec ts the local interests contribute, according to the bill, at 
least 25 percent of the re ‘imbursables. 

Mr. Enate. Is that ‘‘at least’’ or “not more than that?” 
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Mr. Bennetr. They are required to contribute not more than 25 
percent. They may contribute more. 

Mr. Eneie. Wait a minute; you are putting it backward. You 
cannot say ‘‘at least’? and ‘not more than’’ without contradicting 
yourself. Let us look at what the bill says. The bill says, on page 4, 
line 9 “Provided, the contribution required of any applicant organiza- 
tion shall not be in excess of 25 percentum. It does not say it has 
to be a plugged nickel; is that right? 

Mr. Bennerr. That is right. It says ‘‘Provided, the contribution 
required.”’ As I say, you cannot require them to contribute more 
than 25 percent; but, if the project wishes to contribute more, certainly 
they could. 

Mr. Mitier. But they must contribute 25 percent? 

Mr. Briss. They must contribute 25 percent. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It does not say that. 

Mr. Buss. 1 believe the intention was to take the wording of the 
Department covering the cost of acquiring the land, the interest in 
land, the right to use water, and so forth, and to limit that cost to 25 
percent as the amount to be required. But the intention, of course, 
was they could contribute as much above that as they desired. 

Mr. Mituer. Could they come in with only 10 percent and qualify? 
Mr. Buiss. My interpretation is if the cost of acquiring the land, 
the interest in land, rights-of-way and so forth, is only 10 percent and 
the Secretary’s position was that was adequate, they would not have 

to put up 25 percent. 

Mr. Bennetr. Mr. Chairman, the proviso there must be read with 
the rest of the language of subsection 4 (b). The first portion of 4 (b) 
requires that local interest must make a showing that it already holds 
or can acquire the lands, or interest in lands, necessary to the project. 
That is a minimum requirement. It then goes further and says the 
Secretary is authorized to require still further local participation, but 
if he requires any more than the interest in land, the maximum partici- 
pation that he can require is a total of 25 percent of the total cost. 
That is 4 (b) as amended by the National Reclamation Association 
amendment. As originally submitted it had no limit on what the 
Secretary could have required of the local interests to put up by way 
of local contribution, and the effect of this provision is to say, where 
the Secre tary exerc ises a discretionary power, there is a top ¢ eiling on 
what he can direct the local organizations to put up in the way of local 
contribution. 

Mr. Eneue. In other words, my statement was correct, that they 
may not be required to put up a plugged nickel. 

Mr. Bennerr. No; they have to put up all of the interest in lands 
necessary for the project. That is in here. They have to acquire it 
wr they have to show that the land necessary is either already owned, 
or they are in a position to acquire it, that they have the money and 
wherewithal to do it. 

Mr. Enatue. I realize in the case of most reclamation projects it is 
on public land anyway, so they do not have to acquire. 

Mr. Wetsu. That is true in this case. 

Mr. Eneue. What I am trying to find out is what this bill does. I 
have made the statement that this bill now provides that the Federal 
Government shall advance interest-free money for the construction 
of reclamation projects, including traditional nonreimbursables to 
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local agencies, and the Federal Government will neither plan the proj- 
ect, build the project, operate the project, nor will the project be under 
the control of the reclamation law with reference to the 160-acre lim- 
itation and power marketing. Is that statement correct? 

Mr. BENNETT. Partly. In the first place, so far as the construc- 
tion of the project, this bill provides that the local beneficiaries of a 
reclamation development, spelled with a small “r’’ and not a capital 
“R”’ will have two alternatives, 

If they wish to build the project themselves and can meet the very 
stringent financial requirements in this bill, then they will have an 
option of building the thing, owning, operating and maintaining it 
and paving all the cost of operating and administering it. 

Mr. Eneie. Let us stop right there. What are the stringent 
requirements in this bill? Will you itemize them? 

Mr. Bennetr. I can state one very quickly. The mandatory 
financial requirement in this bill is that they must repay the total 
reimbursable cost without any power assistance such as from a central 
pool fund, or any other outside assistance other than from irrigation 
they have to pay the full cost of irrigation and I saw a payment status 
only recently published by the Bureau of Reclamation, which shows 
that over the history of the reclamation program something like one- 
half a billion dollars, if my memory serves me correctly—and I did 
not bring this along, so I am talking off the cuff—has been allocated 
to irrigation in all of the various reclamation projects, and the total 
repayment obligation which has been assumed today by the irrigators 
has been approximately $400 million. 

Now where did the rest of the money come from, or where is this to 
come from here? 

Mr. AspInaLu. Just a minute. That is something else. Am I to 
understand now that the National Association of Reclamation and 
the Administration are by this act going to frown upon the problem 
and policy used up to the present time? 


Mr. Bennerr. Absolutely not. I said it was an option; that they 
can own their own project and operate it if they choose to go through 
this procedure; but the other procedure is just as sound and just as 


fine with us. 

Mr. Asprnauu. As I understand this bill, in projects that cost more 
than $5 million, it does change the procedure and does change the 
policy on those, and does permit the construction of such projects 

Mr. Bennerr. That is correct, subject to the conditions in this bill. 
But these same people, if they are unable to meet the usual quasi- 
banking formula that is spelled out in this bill, can still come through 
regular reclamation channels and get the benefit of power assistance 
And if the Bureau of Reclamation builds their project, they will do 
just exactly as the Department recommended in the case of the 
Colorado River storage project, the Fryingpan, Arkansas, project, and 
so forth. 

Mr. AspinaLu. Would it not be far more practical for us to limit 
this bill to $5 million or less? 

Mr. Bennerr. We have no strong feeling one way or another 
about it; that is a fact. 

Mr. Eneue. Dol understand you to say that if power development 
is incidental to one of these projects, the power revenues cannot be 
used to help defray the irrigation cost? 
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Mr. Bennett. No; I referred there to the use of pooling funds like 
the Central Valley fund and the proposed Colorado development fund, 
that the pooling revenues would not be available to assist irrigation. 
Furthermore, in all reclamation programs we simply require the irri- 
gators to pay ‘the maximum that their ability to re pay will take care of. 
If there are available power funds from a pool or from within the 
project, they may be used to make up the deficit In other cases, 
there have been many projects where the Government said ‘‘You pay 
the most you can afford to pay and we will cover the rest out of the 
Federal Treasury without any actual repayment to the Treasury.” 
There are a number of projects, which I do not need to mention now, 
pending before the Congress where that is exactly the situation. 

Mr. Miuuer. But that is not true in this case? 

Mr. Bennerr. Not a bit. This is an outright quasi-banking for- 
mula. To begin with, they own the project, operate and control it 
and whatever funds are advanced must be repaid 100 percent by you 
as an irrigator. 

Mr. Miuuer. As I understood Mr. Bliss, there are probably many 
small projects of less than $1 million that might come under this. 
Is that vour statement, Mr. Bliss? 

Mr. Buss. That is true. 

Mr. Eneie. Of course what vou say, Mr. Bennett, and what the 
bill says are two different things. The bill does not say power shall 
not be used as a contributor to irrigation and under this bill you 
could build the Central Valley project with maybe one exception and 
that is Sly Park that you could not hook up in it; but, as to the others, 
vou a put them all in, because all of the power generated by the 
Central Valley project is incidental to irrigation. You say the irri- 
gators have to pay. They pay precisely what they would pay under 
the reclamation law. They pay the difference between what power 
contributes and the nonreimbursables. You add those two together 
and the irrigators make up the difference. 

And that is precisely what happens under this bill. And if you 
can put your finger on a line or word 1n this bill that says power will 
not contribute to the irrigators, I would appreciate it very much; 
because I have looked the bill over and I do not find it. What I am 
driving at is this—I have not found out what this bill is for. I suspect 
this bill sets up the Interior Department as an RFC to advance 
interest-free money to local agencies and the States to build projects, 
free and clear of the traditional restrictions of the reclamation law. 
That is what I suspect; I am not saying that is true, but I want to find 
out. 

Mr. Bennerrt. Entirely aside, first, from the size of the project, 
let us examine the two things which appear to concern you, one of 
which is the excess land limitation law. 

If in a Federal project water is being supplied to a distribution 
system, such as the ones you would like to see built by the local 
interests in your State—in fact, you introduced a bill for that pur- 
pose—if that bill is enacted, in that case they are going to get Federal 
project water. And if they are going to get Federal project water, I 
do not care whether they build the distribution system under this 
bill or some other bill, the excess land limitations will still apply; 
because the excess land laws all the way through say that project 
water shall not be delivered to lands in private ownership in excess of 
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160 acres. That is the policy that runs all the way through. And if 
they develop their own water supply and it is a completely separate 
project, then I beleve a proper construction of the bill does say it 
would mean the excess land limitations would not apply. That is 
where they are not getting any Federal water, where they own their 
own water rights they have put up at least the lands involved in the 
project, and they have met the requirements of the financial provisions, 
as the Secretary may require under the section to which you referred 
a little while ago. Thirdly, they have contracted to pay off certain 
reimbursable costs within a 50-year period with no waivers of any 
kind. 

Mr. Enaue. And where they are putting the project, too; do not 
forget that. 

Mr. Bennerr. Now let us go on to the next question which 
evidently concerns you—the question of power preference. To begin 
with, to qualify for assistance under this bill you must be an organiza- 
tion capable to contract under the reclamation laws. That is in the 
definition of section 2. Right there is the difference. I cannot off- 
hand, and I do not believe you can, name a single project authorized 
under reclamation laws that cannot be a preference customer under 
the preference clause. That being the case, the organization which 
obtains help and assistance on its program, regardless of the size of 
the project, is itself a preference customer. If it is the present policy 
of Congress, which it has never been with the exception of one act 
that I can think of, that when a power preference customer buys 
power, it in turn has certain limits—if that is to be the policy of 
Congress, that is all right; but, so far as I can see this bill does not 
offend the power preference policy as written into the law today, for 
the reason that any organization that comes to the Department for 
the purpose of complying with the provisions of this bill, in order to 
own and operate its own project, would be itself a preference customer. 

Mr. Enaue. Do you think that is what this bill does? 

Mr. Bennett. | think it does permit that. 

Mr. Eneuer. Then why do not you write a sentence in there saying 
that, and it would not have to be too long—just saying that the power 
preference requirements of the reclamation law will apply—period? 

Mr. Bennett. There is a problem there in this respect: The existing 
power preference clauses are limitations on the Government of the 
United States, and, if you write it in in that form, in effect what you 
are doing is you are applying the power preference clause as against 
a power preference customer, that it in turn must give certain 
preference. 

Mr. Mituer. I do not think under the limitation of $5 million that 
the bill would permit that. On page 2, lines 7 and 8 spell out what 
the term “organization”’ shall mean—a State or a department, agency, 
or political subdivision thereof. 

I have a wire here from Robert T. Durbrow, executive secretary 
of the Irrigation Districts Association of California, and 1 wondered 
whether his wire applies to this bill. It reads: 

The Irrigation Districts Association of California approves the principle of and 
urges prompt passage for H. R. 5301 as we understand the draft of that bill dated 
June 4, 1954. We emphatically need this act to permit some Federal help par- 
ticularly in newly formed districts where financing is difficult because the land 
does not have the productive capacity it will have when irrigated. Established 
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districts need this act to rehabilitate systems or develop additional water supplies 
where such work is impossible to finance otherwise because of high costs. 

Can you rehabilitate districts under this bill? 

Mr. Benner. Yes 

Mr. Mitier. The telegram continues: 

It is very important that the local district do all it can toward financing 
a proposed project and ask for the least Federal aid possible 

In other words, they voted bonds for $4.5 million in one district 
and now they want to use this $4.5 million to match 25 percent or 
more to get some Federal funds to complete the project. Is that 
possible under this bill? 

Mr. Bennerr. I do not know that I have enough of the facts 
there. Do they have any of that money available at the present 
time, or has it all be expended? 

Mr. Miniter. They have the money available now. The telegram 
continues: 


Federal Comination should be absent or at a minimum under such 
circumstances 1 resolution of the Irrigation Districts Association of Cali 
fornia on Federal financial assistance for local conservation projects adopted 


March 26, 1954, copies of which were forwarded to you, is reaffirmed 


They also say that possibly two-thirds of the land of our district 
is irrigated land supplied with ywater from wells. Now, can you 
develop a system of well irrigation under this bill? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; that is contemplated in section 2 (d) of the 
bill which refers to the principal purpose of projects that would 
qualify under this bill. It says in line 17: 


any undertaking or feature or unit of an undertaking authorized to 
nstructed under the Federal reclamation laws the sole or principal purpose of 
which is to store, divert, carry, or deliver water for irrigation or for domesti 
industrial, or municipal use or to furnishing of pumping energy therefor 


It definitely contemplates even that kind of project. 
Mr. Mituer. So this applies to that. I thought possibly it did not. 
Now here is a telegram from Hemet, Calif., which says: 


The Eastern Municipal Water District of Riverside County, Calif., including 


within its boundaries some 125,000 acres of agricultural land endorses H. R 
5301 in its latest revised form and urges its enactment into law this session of 
Congress. This matter is of utmost importance to this district 


It goes on to say that they 


voted general obligation funds in the amount of $4,300,000 and sold them at 
} percent interest and have now built major s ipplhy line to the nearest 4 or 5 
miles of all areas within the district 


And they feel they can come under this and berrow more money to 
complete the district. Is that possible where they have completed 
the district, have voted the money and have the money ready as 
part of their share? 

Mr. Bennerr. | think so. I think that is the type of situation 
this bill is designed to meet. 

To get back to Congressman Engle’s concern: Congressman Engle, 
would it be clearer to you if the definition of ‘“‘organization”’ in section 
2 (c) specifically said that any such organization must be a qualified 
preference customer under the existing clause of the reclamation law? 
That is the way we read “‘organization.”’ I think there has been a 
ereat deal of misunderstanding about the power preference side of 
this particular picture. We visualize it to be a qualified applicant. 
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Under this bill you would have to be either a quasi-municipal or public 
body, or cooperative, or some other similar type of organization of a 
purely nonprofit character that would be a qualified contracting 
organization under the reclamation law, That is the way we read 
the reclamation law. 

If it is not clear, then we would be perfectly willing to write in her 
that any organization to qualify as an applicant under this program 
must also be qualified as a preference customer under the preference 
clause. We are perfectly agreeable to that, and that is the way we 
read this section. 

Mr. Eneaue. The place where you and I disagree is what a pref- 
erence customer is. I insist that the customer be a customer; you do 
not. If the Federal Government owns the power, the customer is 
always on the other end of the line. What you are saying is if you 
substitute X Government agency as the owner of the power resource 
you have met the requirement of preference. I say you have not, 
because you have not taken care of the other fellow on the other end 
of the line. The preference customer is the man who receives the 
power that flows out from the project; not the man who sells it. The 
Federal Government is not a preference customer when it has the 
ownership and operation of the powerhouse, which is the powerhouse 
out of which they shove power to the customers. The preference 
clause in the reclamation law requires that the fellow to whom the 
power flows shall be the preference customer. What you are saying is 
that because they have a Government organization, then the Federal 
Government owns the powerhouse; therefore, you have complied with 
the preference clause. I say you have not, and this is not a compliance 
with the preference clause. The only way you can comply with the 
preference clause is to provide that the customer of the power, the 
man to whom the power flows, must be the man who qualifies or the 
organization that qualifies under the reclamation law, which is not 
what occurs under the provisions of this bill. 

Do I make clear where you and I disagree about the preference 
clause? 

Mr. BENNETT Up to a point. The point beyond that is this: Does 
the preference clause apply as between the corner grocer who is a 
private citizen, who uses the power just as a retail customer, as 
against the cooperative store across the street, both of whom buy 
their power from the same source? 

In other words, this preference thing adds up as it is under the 
present law to a matter of wholesale distribution, not retail distribu- 
tion. They carry it only to a certain point, and once the Government 
makes the power available to all customers and the preference has been 
exercised, What that preference customer does with that power is no 
longer under the control of the Federal Government. Even though he 
is frequently qualified as a preference customer himself, what he does 
with it from that point on is generally not under the control of the 
Federal Government. 

There is one act, 1 think, which varies from that, and I believe that 
is the Bonneville. But right off hand I cannot recall. At any rate, 
once the power is in the hands of the preference customer and he has 
exercised his preference, what he does with it is no longer under control. 

Mr. Enaue. A preference customer is a consumer. There is where 
the shoe binds, and there is the difference between what you call a 
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preference customer and what I do. The preference customer is a 
consume! 

Now the difference is this: If we had the powerhouse at Shasta 
sitting here [indicating] and one built under your bill sitting here, an 
irrigation district down the line would have an absolute preference in 
the Sacramento Valley to power coming out of this powerhouse, be- 
cause that irrigation district would be a preference consumer under 
the reclamation law. But an irrigation district sitting down the 
Sacramento Valley, under your construction of this bill, would not be 
a] 


reference custome! 

Ir. Rocrers. Will you vield to me right there? 
Mr. Enaue. I just want to say that if you are going to apply the 
preference law and the reclamation law, the way to do it is to put in 
here a imple sentence 


Chairman Miuurer. I have no objection to putting it in 


Mr. Roce | think this bill was drawn intentionally to avoid it, 
because vou are taking the position, Mr. Bennett, that the preference 
customer under the general reclamation law now becomes the owner 
of th ource of this power, do vou not? 

Mr. BENNET? No, si In this bill he does, 

Mr. Roacers Let s put t this wav: In other words, the fellow 
who | tofore was a preference customer and who sold to the corner 
merc} ant and who sold to evervbed else now becomes the owner of 
the project from which he got his power before? 

Mr. Bennetr. That is correct 

Mr. Roc Therefor: his bill is so written so that he will not 
be hindered, this owner of this project, in selling the power as he has 

fore? 

Mr. Bennett. Just as he has before; that is correct 

Mr. Rocers. Therefore, he is not limited to preference customers 
in the sale of power? 

Mr. Benner. That is correct. If you extend that principle on 
down. vou h ive done SO] th ne vhich the eX1ISting law does hot do. 
As I said in the beginning, if tl ‘ommittee or the Coneress wants to 
adopt that principle here. why, w ‘have no particular objection. Sut 
itis not 1 line vith the ex sting p hic: as we see it 

Mia ROGERS | th nk itis a ve ry imp rtant point. because what you 
are actually saying is, if you put the preference customer provision in 
h re Vou are going to sha kle the man who het tofore hs 8 been the 
preference customer in the sale of his power 

Mr. Bennerr. That is our feeling—that what vou actually do is 
put ah ndrat ce on his « apacity to repa) this very stringent financial 


repayment obligation that he must assume under this bill. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I will recognize Mr. Rhodes, then Mr. Westland, 
and then Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Ruopves. The way I read this bill, Mr. Bennett, the only pur- 
pose for which electric energy can be developed is pumping energy? 

Mr. Bennerr. Originally that was the way the bill was drafted. 
The National Reclamation Association wanted more latitude to put 
power features in this bill. The Department did not originally rec- 
ommend that. In fact, the Department’s original recommendation 
was that Government would not put up 1 cent for the development of 
energy other than pumping energy, and that the entire financial load 
of the cost allocation to power must be raised locally and must be 
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borne locally, and the Federal Government would not participate to 
the tune of one thin dime. 

Since that time the National Reclamation Association says: 

We would, just as long as it does not become one of the principal purposes of 
the project, like to have Federal participation 
And while we are not objecting to it, it is not the recommendation of 
the Department. The Department's recommendation, as it was in 
the beginning, is that the local interests should pay for all the cost 
allocation to power 1ts¢ lf without 1 cent of Federal participation, 

Mr. Ruoprs. Are you not just saying what | just said—that the 


only thing that you can do under these loans is develop power for 


pumping energy? If you develop power for any other purpose, are 
you not on your own? Do you not have to finance it yourself? 
Mr. Bennett. No Th \ have changed that. 
\ir. Ruopes. Look at paragraph 2d. I do not think they have 
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fications of an applicant for assistance under the bill. Here | think 
we are speaking in terms of just the State law requirements for an organ- 


ization, the purpose of which is to enter into a repayment contract 
with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Ruopes. If that is true, then I would Say there are two 
latent ambiguities in the bill which should be taken care of before 
it comes out. 

Mr. Bennett. That could be. 

Mr. D’Ewartr. Mr. Westland? 

Mr. WestLanp. Part of my thinking and questions have been 
answered, but I recall some time ago the gentleman from California, 


Mr. Enele, speaking very strongly about some organization in Cali- 
fornia wanting to do something on their own. They wanted to keep 


the Bureau of Reclamation out because of the extreme overhead. 


As I recall, it was something like 35 or 45 percent of the cost of the 
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project which was allocated to overhead, and I believe you were 
saying that these people were saying, ‘‘Let us do it, and we can elim- 
inate that. We can knock it down to 15 or 10 percent.” It seems 
to me the purpose of this bill is to do that 

Mr. Ener. Will the gentleman let me answer? 

Mr. Westitanp. When I get through. 

On this preference power thing, it seems to me we are talking 
about almost a moot question. As the gentleman from Nebraska 
said, How much power can you get for $5 million? It seems to me 
it is rather an infinitesimal amount. 

The other thought I have in mind is on page 5, line 11, where it 
says that the contract will not be executed until 60 days after it has 
been submitted to the committee. I would like to ask Mr. Bennett 
or one of these other gentlemen, in their opinion, what would happen 
suppose that on the day that Congress adjourned a contract was 
executed and submitted—what would happen in 60 days? 

Mr. Bennerr. I will let Mr. Bliss answer that. This is their 
amendment. 

Mr. WestLanp. All right. 

Mr. Buss. I presume that is filed, Mr. Westland, for information 
purposes and, presumably, if no objection is taken within the 60 
days contrary to it, I mean negative action is taken, then the project 
or the contract could be approved. 

Mr. WesriaNnp. In other words then, if you had some project 
you wanted to get through without getting into a hassle with the 
committees of the Senate and the House, perhaps you might submit 
that to the Secretary of the Interior a day after we adjourned, and 60 
days later it is a contract. Would not that be the way the thing 
would operate? 

Mr. Buss. I presume it would. I would like to have Mr. Abbott 
answer that, if he has an answer 


Mr. Ansorr. We had our concern, Mr. Westland, on that point in 


1 or 2 other bills that are presently before the committee. We have 
added language which would take care of that and say either “sixty 
legislative days,’ when Congress is in session, or if they are not in 


session, “‘not earlier than sixty days after the proposal has been sub- 
mitted in writing to the rankine majority and minority members of 
the committee.” . 

Mr. WestLanp. | for one would certainly much prefer some phrase- 
ology like that. 

Mr. Ener. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WestLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Eneir. We went one step further. We said that the resolu- 
tion of disapproval by the committee would bar the execution of the 
contract 

Now what good is it to submit this thing to Congress and no matter 
what we do the Secre tary still has the authority to go ahead and exe- 
cute the contract? This language is no limitation at all on the power 
of the Secretary. It merely requires the committee to be informed. 
We can pass a resolution denouncing the project, and they can go 
ahead and execute it. 

I want to go back, if the gentleman will permit, just a minute to 
explain the difference between the bill 1 was talking about and this 
one. 
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The bill that I have pending before this committee—and I hope 
the committee will take it up and put it out—merely substitutes the 
local agency in the building of a distribution system for the Bureau 
of Reclamation, but all of the applicable provisions of reclamation 
law pertain. What this bill does is to make the Interior Department 
a lending agency of interest-free money for financing these projects, 
free and clear of the restrictions of reclamation law. 

The 160-acre limitation is out. The power of preference law is 
out. And all other requirements and standards of the reclamation 
law have been abrogated. This bill has the effect of putting the 
Federal Government in the business of financing these projects with 
Federal non-interest-bearing money without any of the obligations of 
the reclamation law. ‘The bill I have in merely substitutes the local 
agency for construction purposes but continues all the obligations and 
restrictions of the reclamation law. That is what I am driving at 
with reference to this bill—whether or not it does take out those 
restrictions, and what does the local agency do to warrant taking out 
those restrictions, those beneficial and half-century-old restrictions 
and limitations of the reclamation law. 

Mr. WestLanp. These loans are reimbursable, the bill says, for 
urigation and municipal water. ‘The interest feature comes on your 
power project. Where is the departure from your reclamation law, 
with the possible exception of the 160 acres? I am not clear on that. 

Mr. Eneue. The 160-acre limitation, the preference clause, and the 
standards of reclamation construction. There are not any of them in 
here. As a matter of fact, the purpose of this bill is to permit jerry- 
built projects, if the Secretary concludes it constitutes a reasonable 
risk to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Wesr.ianp. We have that sort of legislation in a good many 
cases. 

Mr. Ener. I agree with what the Reclamation Association said 
in its bulletin—that this is a monumental change in reclamation law, 
decisively affecting the basic philosophy under which reclamation 
projects have been built in this country for a half a century. That 
is not exactly what they said in the bulletin, which is a part of the 
record, but it is a fair paraphrase of it. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Regan? 

Mr. Reaan. I would like to outline my views of this as I see it. 
This bill would permit a water-power district to organize in an are: 
and build a $4 million project with the Secretary’s approval. Their 
part of that project would be the damsite and some of the lands which 
will be inundated through the reservoir, which might have X value. 
They might have a greater value once put to use, but at present very 
little, if any, value. But that is a contribution to the project not to 
exceed 25 percent of the cost or $1 million in value. So the Govern- 
ment declares it feasible and puts up the $4 million, and they charge 
$1 million to flood control, or a million and a half, and another por- 
tion to fish and wildlife, and they get it down to where the irrigators 
pay but $1 million of the $4 million project, plus the lands they 
contribute. Is that right? 

Mr. We su. I do not think it is, sir, because on page 2 the sole or 
principal purpose of the project is clearly defined and power must 
remain only an incidental purpose of the project. 
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Mr. Reagan. I did not speak of power in connection with this. I 
am assuming there is no power generated. 

Mr. Wexsu. Oh. 

Mr. Reean. If you are going to build a dam—I assume this is to 
meet the proposals of the Committee on Agriculture for some time 
to put up low-water dams. Now you are going to ask the Government 
to furnish the money, all of the money, part of which is charged off 
to flood control, part to fish and wildlife, some to navigation, and 
irrigation pays but a very small part of the cost over a 50-year period. 
So we are going to tell the Secretary to go right ahead and authorize 
all of those projects he considers feasible, without any jurisdiction or 
approval by the Congress. I am not in support of that practice. 
I think we have already delegated too much authority of Congress, 
and we are not too big that we cannot look over a $4 million project. 

Mr. Bennerr. I would like to point out that we in our recommenda- 
tion require congressional authorization of every transaction. 

Mr. REeGan. Require what? 

Mr. Bennerr. We required in our draft proposal which we sent to 
the Congress—we required congressional approval of every single 
contract or project. 

Mr. Reean. Is it spelled out in this bill? 

Mr. Bennetr. Of course, the National Reclamation Association is 
proposing secretarial authorization of $5 million and below. We are 
not objecting to that because we realize there are special and peculiar 
problems in small projects. 

Mr. Reean. Could not there be a project such as | illustrated just 
now that would come under this bill without the approval of Congress? 

Mr. Bennett. That is possible. I would like to point out, of course 
that under the reclamation law the Secretary today can authorize 
for Federal construction and operation under the 1939 act, without 
one single cent of local participation, Congressman. Not one cent 
other than the contract to repay this irrigation investment over a 
period of years. 

Now this measure contemplates an immediate financial or cost 
participation by the local agency in order to qualify. Under existing 
law the Secretary would not be in a position to require them to put 
up one dime. 

Mr. Recan. Could not we get in this sort of position, as we have 
observed on so many projects before that we have authorized, that 
we authorize a $4 million project and you get the $4 million spent, and 
you come in here and say, ““This is going to cost $8 million,’ and then 
we authorize the $8 million. Then you come back and say, “It is 
already up to $16 million.’’ So there would be authorization at the 
start, and then we could not lose the money already spent, so we would 
have to keep on going up. We have had it 2 or 3 times in the last 
couple of years. 

Mr. Bennett. In such an event, of course, you would be getting 
far, far away from the duties and responsibilities of the Secretary 
under this bill. He is supposed to operate any program such as this 
much as a banker would, not as a reclamation program is managed. 

Mr. Reagan. Like the project authorized in Alaska for $11 million 
and it got up to $35 million. They had their foot in the door and 
we had to keep on spending the money. 





FEDERAL COOPERATION IN NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS 131 


Mr. Bennerr. And that is a federally built project in accord- 
ance with all the traditions that Mr. Engle spoke of. 

Mr. Enexe. Will the gentleman yield to me there? 

Mr. Reaan. Yes. 

Mr. Ener. Did you ever see a banker that handed out interest- 
free money and threw in the nonreimbursables besides? It is a mis- 
nomer to put in this record that this is a banking transaction. 

Mr. Bennert. I said quasi-banking procedure. 

Mr. Eneur. Then put the “quasi” in caps. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Does that answer your question? 

Mr. Reaan. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I would like to say something about this bill. 

This committee has struggled with this kind of legislation for 
several years. Mrs. Bosone had a bill in last year so designed. We 
worked on Mrs. Bosone’s bill and got up to pretty near the point of 
passage, and it failed. Now we have a new bill with more experience 
and more judgment. I think the purpose of the bill is good. I 
believe this encouragement of local people to build these small 
projects is what this committee wants to do, and that is the objectiv 
of this legislation. 

In my State—and I apologize for using the illustration—we have 
a State water board that has irrigated more acres in that State than 
has the Bureau of Reclamation. We build what my colleague, Mr. 
Engle, calls jerry-built projects. In other words, we do not line 
the tunnels with blue tiles, we do not prepare beautiful residences for 
the engineers and things like that. The result is that the cost per 
acre is less than half what the Bureau of Reclamation charges _— 
people they build for. This bill proposes to make funds av: ailable 
State water boards whereby they can go forward with small Sande 
in cooperation with the Federal Government. I cannot see anything 
wrong with that. 

I agree this bill does need some amendment, and I think some sug- 
gestions for those amendments have been brought out this morning, 
but the objective of the bill, the purpose it serves, is encouraging 
State water boards, State and local organizations to build these 
projects in the way that they can cooperate with the Federal Govern- 
ment, which means they must have Federal funds on the same basis 
as the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I think that is all to the good and is in the best interest of the 
country. 

Mr. Wetsu. Could I make a statement at this time, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Welsh. 

Mr. We tsu. I think perhaps the position of the National Reclama 
tion Association is misunderstood with respect to the so-called secre- 
tarial authorization of projects. The $5 million figure has been used 
over and over again. The $5 million figure was the figure and the 
base established by this committee in H. R. 4551. The National 
Reclamation Association had never expected any such consideration 
for any project beyond a million dollar limit until this committee 
amended H. R. 4551 and eliminated the requirement of congressional 
authorization for projects costing less than $5 million. 

Now, as far as the National Reclamation Association is concerned, 
I am sure that we would be willing to stay by the original position, 
but we accepted the $5 million because that was the figure set by this 
committee. 
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When our board of directors met here in Washington in no ary, 
v ndorsed H. R. 4551 and urged its support apd passage by the 
Congress bet se the board of directors took the position that 1t met 
the requirements of our resolution in that partic uar legislation. 
Chairman Mitier, Will you yield there 


Mr. Weisu. Yes, sir 
hairman Muituer. H. R. 4551 did pass the House and it does 
require congressional review only over $5 million? 

Mr. Weusu. That is right 

Chairman Mitier. That passed the House. 

Mr. Weis. Now, with respect to’ projects costing less than $5 
million, or if you want to make it $1 million, I am sure our association 
would be 100 percent in sympathy with the idea that the smaller 
projects should be appli oved DY this committee and, if the Congress 
is not in session, by the chairman and the ranking member of the two 
political parties of the committee. We are not in sympathy with, we 
do not want to promote, the idea of secretarial authority. We 
believe in Congress and in these committees of Congress. We 
appreciate the splendid support we have had from these committees 
of Congress, and we are more than happv to come before the com- 
mittee 

Now, perhaps just a word or two as to the history of this and the 
reason for our small-projects legislation. 

We started back in 1946 with our first bill, our first resolution, and 
we first asked for a separate division within the Bureau of Reclamation 
to deal with small projects. 

The reason was this: The Department of Agriculture through their 
we beres cilities program was building the real small projects on the 
individ uel farms. a Bureau of Reclamation was building Boulder 
Dam and Shasta and Grand Coulee and the bigger projects. But in 
between in almost every State in the West there was a great area of 
what we called no man’s land where projects were not bettie built, 
and it was admitted by people within the Bureau and people outside 
of the Bureau that the Bi ireau Was not set up as it was operating at 
that time to efficiently bu uld those projects. We have been working 
5 or 6 years to try to get legislation whereby we could get the cost of 
those projects down within the ability of the users to repay and to go 
ahead with that type ol deve lopment. 

Mr. Enexe. I agree with you in privciple on the small projects. 
Why is it you come in with a bill labeled “small-projects bill” which 
does something entirely different? This is a basic and fundamental 
change in the reclamation law trying to get a free ride on small projects. 
We have not been talking this morning about these projects under 
$5 million. 

Mr. Wetsn. No. 

Mr. Enate. | agree they are entitled to some special consideration. 
I agree, further, as I said in my distribution system bill, that these 
small proje ets are inherently local in character and susceptible of more 
economical construction by the local people. But I am not prepared 
to agree at this point that the Federal Government through the 
Interior Department should become an RFC for the purpose of 
advancing interest-free money for the construction of major projects 
in which local agencies, including States, get all the benefits of the 
current reclamation law with none of the responsibility of that law. 
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Mr. Weusn. The reason for that, Congressman, is this: As I say, 
we have been working on a small projects program for a rood many 
years. Then sometime later, in 1949, a resolution was presented 
our association by the mid-State district of Nebraska, asking that 
legislation be drafted which would give proper recognition to non- 
reimbursable items. We have covered that in a resolution No. 22. 

Then beginning, I believe, with our Long Beach meeting 2 years 
ago, a resolution was introduced by some of our California members 
asking that legislation be enacted which would permit the Secretary 
of the Inierior to make loans to local irrigation districts for the con- 
struction of distribution systems by them. Maybe it is wrong. I 
do not know. But the attempt here was to combine the objective of 
those 3 resolutions in 1 bill. 

Maybe we would be better off if we stayed with our small project 
program in one bill and put througb another bill authorizing loans to 
local districts I do not know. But that is the reason that they are 
in this bill, all combined in this bill. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to inquire: Under this bill, what type 
of thing could the Secretary declare nonreimbursable—only those that 
are provided for in the reclamation law? 

Mr. Wxusu. That is our interpretation. 

Chairman Miturr. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Miller. 

Chairman Miuuer. | think the discussion this morning on the bill 
has been very helpful. This committee realizes there has been a 
neglect on the part of the Bureau of Reclamation in helping small 
projects, those projects of 3, 4, 5 million dollars, or less, that they 
give their efforts to the bigge: r projects. 

Now I think some suggestions that have been made for amend- 
ments in this bill are good. I see no reason w hy we cannot, on page 2, 
line 11, after the period spell out what is meant by preference cus- 
tomers. I think the legal counsel could very weil spell that out if 
that is needed, although the term ‘‘organization’’ here does mean some 
political subdivision. 

I think perhaps on page 5, line 3, the word “approval” might well 
be changed to “authorization.” 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If you will yield, that occurs several places in the 
bill and should be changed in each place 

Chairman Miuuer. I think that is right. 

I believe on page 5, line 12, where it says ‘‘sixty days’”’ we should 
write in the words “sixty legislative days” in order to get picdaten: the 
thought that they might have some approval when Congress is not in 
session. 

The land limitation: I do not see how that can be a serious problem 
because some of these are old irrigation districts. They might well 
have been developed outside of the reclamation law. The land 
limitation under the $5 million projects is a minor thing. At least 
it seems to me it would be. 

Now the bill does provide for local participation. In Nebraska, 
if you will pardon the reference there gentlemen, we have a local 
participation that could be carried out under a water conservancy 
wae as they have in Colorado, and several States, I believe, where 
they can promote bonds for development of irrigation projects under 
haw own power without a great deal of Federal interference. 
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I hope the committee will give serious consideration to this, which 
is not a change in the fundamental irrigation law, although I suspect 
after 50 vears it might be modified and improved. 

Mr. Recan. Right there, if you will yield, do you not believe that 
the 160-acre limitation may have been useful in many areas? 

Chairraan Miiurr. I think in many areas it has. In the higher 
areas, the mountainous areas, it does not apply. I believe the land 
limitation should at least be flexible. 

Mr. Recan. Will you yield again? 

Chairman Miiuer. Yes 

Mr. Recan. Do you not feel if the bill is approved it should have 
some limitation as to the percentage that might be charged to non- 
reimbursables? 

Chairman Mituer. I would be willing to go along with that. I 
think it is a good suggestion. But I think the committee ought to 
realize the National Reclamation Association and fts small projects 
group has worked for a long while in trying to perfect something that 
would be helpful to a district that wanted to go under its own steam 
without a great deal of Federal interference. 

Mr. ENGLE. Why not limit the bill to small projects and get 
something we can agree on? 

The fact of the matter is. 1 protested the limitation of a million 
dollars. I wanted to raise it to five. Now I do not recall whether 
that happened in this committee or elsewhere, but my position in 
that respect was that these small projects simply do not have the 
political “muscle,”’ as I call it, to bull their way through Congress. 
You have to get big projects. 

Chairman Mituer. Does the gentleman not feel it is a small 
project bill when it is limited to $5 million? 

Mr. Ener. I feel this is not a small projects bill, p-e-r-i-o-d. It 
includes small projects, but because of the other features of it it has 
amounted to a whole lot more than a small projects bill. If this bill 
only contained the provisions it has in it with reference to projects 
involving $5 million or less, | would not have very much disagreement 
with it. It is these other provisions. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Let us take a referendum. Is it the sense of this 
committee that this bill should be limited to $5 million or less? All 
those in favor hold up their hands. 

Chairman Miuuer. I think so, and to small projects. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That seems to be the sense of the committee. 

Mr. Aspinautt. May I ask one other question? Would this com- 
mittee be willing to limit the original authorization to $100 million 
so that it would have to come back for review of the program before 
they authorized more than that? 

Chairman Miitier. You mean the total authorization? 

Mr. Asprnauui. The total authorization. 

Chairman Miuuer. In other words, it might be 20 projects of $5 
million each? 

Mr. AspinaLui. Not more than $100 million, ves. 

Chairman Mitier. That would be right. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Is it the sense of this committee, then, that the over- 
all authorization of this bill should be limited to $100 million? 

Mr. Ruopes. I do not understand the vote, Mr. Chairman. I 
cannot vote on that. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. The reason for it is to see whether or not the pro- 
gram is working the way we wish. The way it is now, we have an 
indefinite unlimited authorization as far as the appropriation is con- 
cerned, only limited to whatever the Committee on Appropriations 
might desire todo. My thought is that we should review this program, 
and we should review it at least in the time we have spent $50 million 
or $100 million, or something like that, and it should be a definite 
review. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Under the present reclamation law does not the Sec- 
retary still have authority to approve projects up to $5 million and 
there is no overall ceiling on that? 

Mr. AspinaLu. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Ruopes. If you are thinking of a chain of projects of $5 million 
each. 

Mr. Aspinauu. I do not care whether it is a chain of $5 million 
projects or fifty $2 million projects, or what they have But I do 
think that they should come back and we should review this after we 
have authorized the expenditure of a certain amount of money. 

Mr. Ruopes. | thought our previous vote just took care of that 
situation. Under this there would be no projects above $5 million. 

Mr. Asprnauu. That is right, but I would like for this committee to 
be sure how the $100 million, or whatever amount we say the Secretary 
has at his disposal for the program, is working 

Chairman Miuuer. | think that is all right. In other words, you 
might have twenty $5 million projects. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Or fifty $2 million projects, or any combination. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Chairman Miuuer. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Do we have any idea of how many projects are right 
for this sort of thing? 

Chairman Miuuer. Mr. Bliss might be able to tell us. 

Mr. Buiss. A survey of smail projects taken by the Bureau of Ree- 
lamation a number of years ago showed in the neighberhood of 450 or 
500 projects were potentially available for this program. I believe 
those figures are right. 

Chairman Miuier. Many of them were less than a million dollars, 
were they not? 

Mr. Buiss. The majority, I would say, were less than a million 
dollars. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would favor about $100 million. 

Mr. Aspinauu. That is all right with me. 

Mr. Hosmer. So there would not be too much competition on the 
initial money. 

Chairman Miuuer. I think some limitation is desirable. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Is it the sense of this committee, then, that the 
overall authorization of this bill should be $100 million? 

Mr. Rogers. I have a question about that. As I understand it, 
this also takes care of the Federal Government paying what would 
be nonreimbursable anyway? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. 

Mr. Rocrers. What is our position on the larger projects insofar as 
that cost? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. This includes the total authorization, nonreimburs- 
able and everything. 
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Mr. Rocrers. What I am talking 


projects. Did you have a separate bill, Dr. Miller, authorizing the 
Federal Government to make a contribution to the cost that would 
} 


r about, Mr D’Ewart, is on larger 


> 


be nonreimbursable anyway 

Chairman Miuuer. | am introducing a bill in the next few days to 

cover something like that 
Ir. Rocrrs. This will take care of that as far as smalle1 projects 
is concerned? 

Chairman Mriuer. Under $5 million, yes 

Mr. D’Ewart. Is it the sense of the committee now that we 
limit this bill’s overall authorization to a $100 million? 

Those in favor of such limitation raise their hands 

Opposed? 

It is so ordered. 

(re there any other items that need discussion? 

I believe it is the sense of the committee that the word “approval”’ 
shall be deleted and “authorization” inserted. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr, Chairman, we have taken care of that particular 
matter by preliminary decision to limit the concept of this bill to 
projects under $5 million anyway, which personally I think is wrong. 
I believe it isa bad decision. 1 hope it will be reconsidered. 

Mr. Younc. Do you plan to introduce another bill for projects 
over $5 million? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The thought here is to make this a small-project 
bill, and the definition of a small project would be $5 million or under. 
That is the thought. 

Chairman Miuer. I think if you are going to approve projects 
over that, the benefit of nonreimbursables might well be approached 
from a different angle. I have introduced my bill with reference to 
specific projects in Nebraska. It might be amended to take in all 
projects. 

Mr. Eneie. Power produced from money supplied by the Federal 
Government has traditionally gone to preference customers. The 
people I am trying to protect are the people who want to buy power. 
Now the original reason for putting the preference clause in the law 
was to clve public agencies that consumed power the first right to 
take that power, as against some individual consumer. 

Chairman Miuuer. If he got it, he could sell it to whomever he 
desired to sell. 

Mr. Asporrt. If I might, Mr. Engle, I do not believe the key is 
comenans that power. If you mean by “consuming” the marketing 

wr selling, yes, but certainly not consuming in the strict sense. They 
eae as was pointed out by Mr. Bennett, I believe, an REA might 
well sell to a grocery store over here which is a nonprofit or coopera- 
tive organization as against a private or profit seeking grocery store 
over here. But in the first instance, it is not who consumes that is 
the preference customer within the meaning, but who markets it 
who is the contracting authority. 

Mr. Eneie. We can get tangled up no end in talking about it, but 
the plain fact is that we put that preference in the law to prevent a 
private power company or some other group coming in and gobbling 
off all that public power, and in order to protect irrigation districts and 
municipalities that wanted to get hold of it. 

Now what I can visualize is this: That if a bill is written the way 
this one is written, the Government puts up the money, they 
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build the powerhouse, and the private power company sitting right 
there grabs the power, while some irrigation district sitting down 
the line about 5 miles is given a good official straight-arm. That 
is the sort of thing that cannot happen under the Reclamation law. 

That is what I want to prevent. This business of saying, “‘ Well, 
the Government loans this agency the money and has the private 
power company sitting there at the door to grab all the power while 
a little municipality or irrigation district down the line is left out in 
the cold and told they have to take their power from the private 
power agency” does not in my mind fit in with what was contemplated 
originally in the Reclamation law. 

When your bill is dealing with projects under $5 sagnes you have 
reduced all of these problems to the point where they become fairly 
insignificant. It is the big projects in the bill that I was making 
the complaint about. Down below $5 million you are not going 
to get much power produced anyway. 

Mr. ReGaan. Will vou yield? 

Mr. Enaur. Yes. 

Mr. Reean. The irrigation district is going to generate this power. 
They are not going to let some big power company come in and 
gobble it up, they are going to look out for the farms down below first. 

Mr. Enaur. Maybe they will and maybe they will not. 

Chairman Mitier. I want to ask one question of either one of the 
witnesses here. Mr. Engle has a very good bill relative to distribution 
systems. Is this bill broad enough to cover, for instance, the rehabil- 
itation of distribution systems? For instance, here is a district 
already set up, which has a project that may need an extension or 
making over of their distribution system. Is this broad enough to 
do that? 

Mr. Buss. If it does not cost over $5 million. 

Chairman Miuuer. If it does not cost over $5 million they can do 
that? 

Mr. Butss. Yes. 

Mr. Enoue. That is right. But the only thing about this measure 
that pertains to distribution systems is the limitation of the funds 
Some of those distribution systems will cost more than $5 million 


Chairman Mier. It interested me when you say that between 
four and five hundred irrigation districts might take advantage of this. 
Mr. Buss. They would not come in at once. That is simply an 


inventory of the small projects in the Western States. How many of 
them might come in, I have no idea. But there are that many poten- 
tial customers. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Welsh. 

Mr. Wetusu. First, I would like to call attention to the fact that the 
building of any power features—no power features of a project would 
be built with interest-free money. It is my understanding of this bil 
that the power features would be required to pay interest at the same 
rate that money costs the Government at the time the project Is con- 
structed. There would be absolutely no interest-free money for the 
construction of power features of a project. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The bill says that will be at the rate money costs 
the Government at the beginning of that year. 


Mr. Wextusu. That is right. 
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Then with the respect to the $5 million limitation, we are very much 
interested in legislation which would permit local irrigation districts to 
construct their own distribution systems. That legislation was 


by our members in the State of Calh- 


sponsored before our association 
fornia. I am afraid that the limit of $5 million might eliminate some 
of those projects. If we are going to limit this to $5 million, it might 
be well to consider pretty seriously somewhat along the line of the bill 


i 


ntroduced by Mr. Engle, H. R. 7847, legislation which would permit 
loans to local districts to construct their own distribution systems. 
[ am afraid limiting this to $5 million and not passing any other 
egislation would not take are of it 
Mi ENGLE. We can say this: We can take off the limitation on 
distribution svstems that are s horized proyects Now that is the 
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\I Ry ODES OV » Hon 
Mr. Ena Y« ean ul the bil 
Mr. Ruopers. Under tl vill it now is MI oint is I think 
ul liminary decision to | t this to $5 million is wrong 
AWE K ( You V l | reco 1ceé dl 
\ir. Ruopes. I think it is a preliminary decision. There is no 


record vote on it 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It was the sense of the committee for guidance in 
the redrafting 

Mr. Ruopss. That is rig 

Mr. Enexie. They get a hunting license all right, but the terms 
under which the authorization can be made have been delineated in 
the law To that extent it would be bind 


. : : hi . ‘SA 
nt I do not feel that it was a final decision. 


ing upon our committee, at 
least morally, if not actually 

Mr. Ruoprs. Not in projects over $5 million. They have to get 
authorization to come under the provisions of this law. It is just a 


~ 
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question of whether the Bureau of Reclamation builds projects over 
$5 million or whether the association itself builds them. 

Mr. Encuir. What about the suggestion I made on distribution 
systems that were authorized? If we just took off the limitation of 
$5 million, that would take care of that problem. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Subject to agreement of the committee, it is now 
the sense of this committee that the staff and the Department and 
the National Reclamation Association redraft these bills with the 
amendments that have been suggested this morning by the com- 
mittee. Is that in accord with your wishes? Then they will come 
before the committee again and those amendments can then be dis- 
cussed at that time. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Is it my understanding, Mr. Chairman, there will be 
no change in the power provisions as they are now written? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is my understanding. If that meets with thé 
committee’s agreement then they will r port back at as early a dat 


aS possible 














\1 ’ ‘ + ¥ . a asl 
Vir. Weusu. Mr. D’ Ewart, might [ insert a resolution in the record 
: | ‘ ) 
which I will submit later? 
7 ’ . 
Mr. D’Ewart. Witbout objection, you may do so 
nn : ; ‘ A 

(The document referred to follows 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY NATIONAL Ree rio ASSOCIATION I I 

ANNUAL MEETING, OcToBER 14-16, REN« N , PERTAINID ro Le 

FOR IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM NONREIMRBUI LI FOR } 

FEDERAL PROJECTS, AND LOAN m Prog INITIATED UNDER STA 

RESO! TION NO. 15. LOAN I R IRRI [oO IISTRII ION YSTEM 

W I the contract co of k | sd ned 

bv the Burea of Reclama I< ( ( ted reclar n Dp? ( 
en bevond the abili or a ) i { enc epay i 
‘reas less costly Svstems Dian! 1 a constructed b ~ ( i 
would often better serve local requirements, if the agenev were f 

ble to construct such sy s: Now re, be 

Resi by tl National Reclamatio | n, That Congress be urge 
era legi tatior authnoriziu | f “ECT ’ ur ( T ‘ | ero! t oT; 
contracting wencles SO as to I for the ¢ truction Dy su¢ 
loeal irrigation distributio1 ste on ( sme repavment Dasis as lf co { 
by the Bureau of Reclamati 

RESOLUTION NO 22. NONREIMBURSAI | FOR NON-FEDERAI PROJE( 

Wh as under existing law, in the construction of Federal projects, tha t of 
the ted cost allocated to flood ntrol, na ration, and fis! lw ( 
deemed to be nonreimbursablk 

Whereas projects initiated under State law , State bodies, irrigation dist 
or nonprofit water companies, financed wholly by funds other than those appro 
priated by the Congress, n produce milar national flood control, naviga 
and fish and wildlife bene Ss on 1 projects, but under present law there is no 


contribution from the Fede al Government: Now, t he refore, he 
Resolved, That the National Reclamation Association favors congressional 
authorization for the contribution by the United States of funds for such non- 


reimbursable costs on these projects 
RESOLUTION NO. 29. LOANS FOR PROJECTS INITIATED UNDER STATE LAW 


Whereas, the contract cost of constructing storage facilities, canals, irrigatio1 
distribution systems, hydroelectric power facilities where economically advan- 
tageous, and other construction in connection with reclamation development, as 
designed by the Bureau of Reclamation for construction on reclamation projects, 
is often beyond the ability of a contracting agency to repay; and 
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hereas less costly development pial ned and constructed by such a contracting 
would often serve agency requirements, if the agency were financially 
le to construct such development Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by the National Reclamation Association, That Congress be urged to 
enact legislation authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to grant loans to such 
agencies for the construction by such agencies of storage facilities, canals, irrigation 
distribution systems, hydro electric power facilities where economically advan- 
tageous, and other construction in connection with reclamation development, on 
the same basis as if constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 


Mr. D’Ewarr. We will recess until 3 o’clock. 
(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee recessed, to 
reconvene at 3 p. m. this same day. 
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